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CURRENT TOPICS. 


. Mr. Epuunp Bortz Cuurcn, late one of the chief 
clerks to the Master of the Rolls, has been appointed a 
taxing master of the High Court of Justice (Chancery 
division), in succession to Mr. R. B. Follett, resigned. 





Ir HAS BEEN REPORTED in the daily newspapers that 
Lord Coleridge, in the action of Coote v. Kenealy, having 
already cleared the court on the day before, upon being 
requested by counsel to exclude a particular person 
announced that he had given a continuing order that, 
“as people would persist in treating the case as different 
from an ordinary action, the general public should be 
excluded from the court till the termination of the 
action.”” No doubt a very wide discretion is vested in a 
judge to clear a court, but we are bound to say that in 
our opinion the continuing order went a little too far. 
It seems clear that every member of the public has a 
right to enter and stay ia any court so long as there is 
room for him, and so long as he does not misbehave 
himself. This has been laid down in more than one 
modern case, and notably in Barnett v. Barnett (29 
L. J. P. & M. 28), and in an anonymous case which fol- 
lowed, in which Sir Cresswell .Creswell, Mr. Justice 
Williams, and Mr. Baron Bramwell refused, with regret, 
an application to hear a divorce case in camera. The 
latter learned judge thought it perfectly clear that the 
Matrimonial Court “ was constituted with the ordinary 
incidents of other English courts of justice, and, there- 
fore, that its proceedings should be conducted in public.” 
And although in practice the public are frequently ex- 
cluded, where the parties consent (see Browne’s Practice, 
p. 256), it is beyond doubt that, unless the case be one 
which could have been heard by the ecclesiastical courts 
in private (see A. v. A., 44 L. J. P. & M. 15), such exclu- 
sion is contrary to law. The publicity of courts has 
» also been recognized by numerous statutes giving a par- 
ticular power of exclusion to the presiding judge, 
see, in particular, 11 & 12 Vict. c. 42, s, 19, providing 
that the room or building in which justices hear pre- 
liminary examinations with a view to committal shall 
not be deemed an open court for that purpose; also 
ord. 36, r. 381, of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 
er ting that trials before a referee are to be conducted 

the same manner as trials before a judge of the 
High Court, “ but not so as to make the tribunal of the 
referee a public court of justice.” The primary rule, 
therefore, is undoubted, and the only question is as to the 
exceptions. As to this we cannot do better than cite 
the words of Lord Tenterden in delivering the considered 
judgment of the court in Garnet v. Ferrand (6 B. & 0. 
at p. 628), where it was held that no action lay against a 
coroner for excluding the public from his court. “ It 
will be,” said the learned judge, “in many cases im- 
ble that a proceeding should be conducted with 

ue order and solemnity, and with the effect t!\* justice 
demands, if the presiding officer, whether he 9 judge, 





———— 


coroner, justice, or sheriff, has not the control of the 

and has the power of admission or exclusion 
according to his discretion.” We are therefore entirely 
thrown back upon the discretion of the judge in the 
matter. But, looking to the importance of preserving, 
as far as possible, the primary rule of the public 
administration of justice, we cannot but regret the mode 
in which this discretion was exercised in Coote v. Kenealy. 





Mr. C. 8. Reap, M.P., in speaking at the Norfolk 
Chamber of Agriculture a few days ago, advocated the 
abolition of the law of distress as applicable to agricul- 
tural holdings; aud we remember that Mr. Bass, M.P., 
some years ago described that law in the House of Com- 
mons as prejudicial to the interests of both landlord and 
tenant. The question, we fancy, is a more difficult one 
then even those gentlemen, with all their experience, 
imagine. There are really two distinct questions which 
are very apt to be mixed up together—(1) is the remedy 
by distress undesirable ? and (2) is the mode of enforcing 
this remedy undesirable ? As to the first question itis one 
which cannot be satisfactorily discussed on purely theore- 
tical grounds. It may be that there is no sufficient reason 
why the landlord should have a preferential claim over any 
other creditor; it may also be that the effect of the 
landlord’s right is to enable him, since his rent is secure, 
to let the land to men of straw, who will give high rents, 
But supposing these points were granted, there would 
still remain this state of things to be confronted—a keen 
competition for land; landlords who have been in the 
enjoyment of this privilege ; and tenants of limited capital 
who, by reason of the existence of this privilege, have 
been enabled to take farms. Supposing the right of 
distress removed from the landlords, is it to be assumed 
that they would not demand other securities for rent in 
its place ? Mr. Read evidently thinks they would, and 
so must every one think who knows anything about the 
matter. The landlord would require his rent to be paid 
in advance throughout the tenancy ; and would, perhaps, 
also require bondsmen for its payment. That these 
securities might be more advantageous to the landlord 
than the risky process of distress seems possible; but 
would they be less onerous to the tenant than the present 
state of things? Moreover, Mr. Read seems to forget 
that, unless the insertion of an express power of distress in 
leases were prohibited, the result of the abolition of the 
right of distress might merely be to lengthen every lease 
by the insertion of such a power. 

With regard to the second question we are disposed to 
think Mr, Bass is right. The mode in which the right of 
distress is enforced is neither fair to the iandlord nor 
just to the tenant. The process of distress is so 
singularly complicated that it is far from easy, even 
for a lawyer, to avoid giving an opportunity of revenge 
to the tenant by committing some informality; but for 
a man of the class of the ordinary bailiffs to pretend to 
keep clear of the dangers with which this branch of the 
law is so thickly set is almost absurd. And, as regards 
the tenant, the mode of exercise of the right is oppressive 
and unreasonable. Either the landlord ought not to have 
the control of the process in his own hands, or effectual 
securities should be provided against abuse. The present 
provisions for appraisement—under which no oath is 
required from the appraisers (35 & 36 Vict. oc. 92, s. 13); 
the appraisers are allowed to buy the prope’ praised 
at their own valuation ; and property sold oe pdr 
value at a public auction is presumed to have been sold 
at the “‘ best price "’—-are utterly inadequate to secure 
the tenant against abuse. 





A raw pars aco the Queen’s Bench Division sammarily 
cut short an application for a mandamus, made by the 
applicant in person, on the ground that there was a rule 
that the application fora mandamus could be made by 
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counsel only. And the court added that the rule was a 
salutary one, as it prevented parties from being 
“harassed by writs granted on insufficient grounds. 
Considering that mandamus is a discretionary writ; we 
fail to understand this reason ; it is for the prosecutor to 
make out his case, and, except upon grounds primd facie 
sufficient, it would seem that no harassing could: arise. 
But, however this may be, we have failed to find any 
authority for the “rule.” It is, indeed, said in Oorner’s 
Crown Practice~(p.- 122) that “Counsel must be 
instructed to move upon the affidavits for a rule calling 
upon the party required to do the act,” but this is a 
little ambiguous, and, if it means that the plaintiff may 
not appear in person, there is no authority cited for this 
proposition. In the famous case of Doe d. Bennett vy, 
Hale (15 Q. B. 171), there is a dictum of Lord 
Campbell (at p. 179) that “we”—i.e., the Court of 
Queen’s Bench—‘ refuse to hear a criminal information 
moved for by any but counsel”; but the distinction 
between criminal information and mandamus is marked 
and clear, for the mandamus lies where the prosecutor 
has no other remedy, whereas the criminal information 
lies by spec’al favour of the court in anticipation of the 
more tardy remedy by indictment. 





“A Soxicrror” has written to the Times to suggest a 
means by which, as he thinks, the necessity for appoint- 
ing additional judges of the common law divisions, 
to which we referred last week, may be obviated. The 
purport of his proposal is this : There is a great deal of 
“ dormant judicial strength’ which ought to be utilized. 
It is true that some of this dormant strength cannot be 
utilized. Privy Council judges, whose experience has 
been in India, and Scotch law lords, might not feel at 
home in disposing of the ordinary run of English cases. 
The dormant strength of Mr. Verey and his colleagues 
unfortunately also cannot be utilized, “having regard 
to the want of confidence publicly expressed in the 
official referees ;’” and, of course, no existing judge can 
be compelled to accept new duties. But the writer 
thinks that the services of judges of the ultimate 
court of appeal to be hereafter appointed might 
be made available in the intermediate court, and then 
some of the judges of that court would be free 
to act as judges of first instance. Every one would be 
glad if men of the calibre of Lord Blackburn would con- 
sent to lend the benefit of their great learning and ability 
to the intermediate Court of Appeal, and we see no reason 
why future Privy Council judges (if any are appointed, 
see the Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 1876) should not be 
enabled to usefully occupy their spare time (if they have 
any) in the same court ; but we do see considerable diffi- 
culties in the way of the Lords Justices being sent to 
Westminster or Guildhall to sit in Banc or try jury 
cases, Thetruth is, no expedient of this kind will meet 
the emergency ; it is not merely a great arrear of actions 
which has to be dealt with, but a great and continuous 
increase of litigation. ‘ Wiping off arrears” is not all 
that is wanted; what is really wanted is to provide 
against the recurrence of arrears. 





‘Wanrtep A supez who, though well able to express his 
own judgment, has the courage frequently to “ concur.” 
Are not a great many judgments delivered which need 
not be delivered, and are not a great many of the judg- 
ments delivered often very much longer than is desirable ? 
Each judge sets out all the facts, and exhausts every 
topic, and pursues every line of argument into its 
minutest ramifications. Would it. not be often much 
better that a good deal should be left to inference and 
to suggest itself to the reader? The term “p t” 
is often used as a term of eulogy with regard to a atyle 
of reasoning, and we have always thought it to mean 
that the words used suggested a good deal by way of 





complement to that actually said, without 

saying it. Many of the judgments of the present day 
cannot be called pregnant, because they seek to exhaust 
every topic that can suggest itself to the mind in ¢o,. 
nection with the subject treated of. The most powerfy] 
intellects, if they gave themselves the trouble to con, 
dense, could, we believe, after they had thought out a 
thing thoroughly, generally express it very briefly, 
That which was ultimately expressed would be only 
result, and a few of the more salient ateps of the process 
of thought by which it had been reached. At the 
present day a judgeina written judgment thinks ont 
the whole matter on paper, and gives every step of the 
whole process. The consequence necessarily is much 
diffuseness and reiteration. 





Tur Master or THE Rotts finds himself somewhat in 
the position of the Ancient Mariner. He began the 
sittings with a list of 112 causes; there were 60] 
causes altogether in the lists of the five judges of first 
instance in the Chancery Division ; but, with so many 
causes all around him, there is now not one cause 
without witnesses ready for the learned judge to hear, 
Nor can he beg or borrow a cause from his neigh. 
bours; for Mr. Justice Fry, in apprehension of a like 
scarcity of available judicial food, had been beforehand, 
and obtained a transfer from the lists of Vice-Chancellor 
Malins and Vice-Chancellor Hall. While we cannot but 
condole with this eminent and destitute judge, we think 
he may find some consolation in the fact that his many 
witness causes are likely to furnish him with ample 
employment until the rest of his list ripens. 








At the Anglesey Quarter Sessions, on Tuesday, Captain 


Verney was elected chairman of the court. 

On Tuesday, Lord Justice Christian delivered a caustic 
rebuke to the legal reporters of Dublin, referring to a case of 
Eastwood y. Eastweod, which was before the court on Mon- 
day. He said it had been so reported in one paper—and he 
took that as a standard of all—that a decree of the Master of 


the Rolls, which had been reversed by him, was represented a5 
having been restored by the House of Lords, whereas the lor 


had affirmed his decree, and sustained the reversal, 
The Master of the Rolls, says the Times reporter,on 
day had eleven causes with witnesses in his paper, but they 
proved of rather a hollow character, as he disposed of the 
whole list before rising. In three cases when called on no one 
appeared, and they were struck out, it being stated that they 
had been compromised without notice being given to the proper 
officer. His lordship remarked that it was extremely inconve- 
nient that solicitors did not give notice when such was thecase, 
and so prevent the cases being put into the paper. At 


Rie 


end of the day his lordship stated that he was in some 


difficulty as to the state of the business before him. He 
had no causes without witnesses left to try on Fridays and 
Saturdays, and none could be spared from the other branches 
of the court, as a transfer had just been made to Mr. Justice 


Fry from Vice-Chancellor Malins and Vice-Chancellor Hall 
of every case they could hand over, and he must therefore — 


commence to hear his witness causes every day in 
week that he sat. He did not wish to inconvenience soli 
tors by putting any causes with witnesses into the pa 
to-morrow (Friday) or Saturday, when, perhaps, they cit 
not be as sok ; but he desired to give notice that on and 
after Monday next causes with witnesses would be in the 
per every day until disposed of, and that solicitors must 
prepared accordingly. As to the all “block” in the 
Chancery Division, his lordship stated that was more ap- 
parent than real, as Mr. Justice Fry had h all, or 
nearly all, the cases in his list, and been obliged, a8 
above stated, to have a fresh transfer, for in his own 
of ite ove he had upoualy rriptpaeaig all the ones thes pe 
ripe for hearing. No doubt a very large num 
had been set down, but many of y dla cases were what was 
called ‘‘ ineffective’’—that is, were, through passage 


from the evidence not being complete, or from some other 


cause, not quite ready for trial. 
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HE PROVINCE OF THE JUDGE AND THE 
JURY. 


Tris very easy to lay it down as a general proposition 
that questions of law are for the judge and questions of 
fact for the jury. The difficulty lies in the application 
gf the proposition, for it is often far from easy to dis- 
4 between questions of law and questions of fact. 

+ must be admitted, as a general proposition, that a 
jury are not entitled to find a verdict establishing some 

tion of fact when there is no evidence whatever 

to support such a finding. Any one familiar with the 
mode in which new trial rules are expressed in the 
common law divisions will understand the difference 
between the verdict being against the evidence and 
there being no evidence to go to the jury. But in 
practice the two things run very close together. In a 
gertain class of cases which were so frequently before 
the courts as to acquire the generic name of “ platform 
aes,’ the judges went very far towards usurping the 
functions of the jury. The reason of this is, we believe, 
the strong bias juries have in favour of plaintiffs who 
have sustained personal injuries and against public 
companies. The temptation to deal with the question 
af fact as one of law is very strong when it is obvious 
that there is no chance of the jury fairly entertaining it 
asa question of fact. But the effect strikes one as 
que when one finds elaborate and able judgments, 

gome on one side and some on the other of the question 
whether there waa any evidence for the jury. That one 
earned judge should come to the conclusion that there 
was some evidence for the jury and another that there 
was none seems almost an absurdity. If one reasonable 
and competent person—as a judge must be taken to 

be—thinks there is a question, surely there must be a 

on ? And so we cannot help thinking it would have 
been held in these cases by the judges if it had not been 
for the reason above adverted to. 

If there be any distinct line of demarcation between 
the functions of judge and jury at all, it must be obvious 
feahy one on reflection that such a phenomenon as 
@laborate opposing judgments on the question whether 
calling out the name of a station amounts to an invita- 
tion to alight, shows that the judges had got considerably 
onthe wrong side of the line. It was supposed that 
this question was set at rest by the judgments in Bridges 
%.The North London Railway Company (23 W. R. 62, 
L, R. 7 H. L. 213). And it certainly does not seem to 
haye been so frequently raised since the decision in that 
case. We fear, however, that the difficulty is inherent 
in the nature of things, and that it will recur again, if 
not with regard to platform cases, then with regard to 
#ome other question of negligence. The judgment in 
Bridge’s case has been made the subject of comment in 
Many cases since; and in the case of Pearson v. Cow 
{i R. 2 0, P. D. 3869) Lord Justice Brett dis- 
@ussed at some length the effect of the opinion which 
he delivered in the House of Lords, and with which the 
Tords concurred. He says, “ With resfect to the opinion I 
expressed in Bridges v. North London Railway Company, 
having again considered what I then said, I see nothing 
Wrong in it, and I continue to hold the same opinion. 
But I did not say that there is not always a preliminary 
‘Question for the judge to decide, viz., whether there is 
any evidence to go to the jury. I said, ‘Such is the 
direction to the jury, but before giving this direction it 
is the duty of the judge to determine whether there is 
tvidence fit to be left to the jury on each of the pro- 
Positions which it is necessary that the plaintiff should 
establish.’ Nothing can be more distinct than that as 
thowing that there is still a question of law whether 
| tthere is any evidence, and I endeavoured to lay down 
What was the rule to guide the judge. He must ask 
himself whether the facts in evidence, if unanswered, 
Would justify a man of ordinary reason and fairness in 
Miawering the question in the affirmative. I saw the 
difficulty, and I went on to say, ‘It may be said that 





this is so indefinite as to amount tonorule.’ I answered 
this by saying that I could not think so, and, speaking 
of the verdict, I said that though it might often happen 
that the verdict was not one which the judges could 

have given, yet they might not be able to say that 
reasonable and fair men might not have come to that 
conclusion,” These remarks of the Lord Justice very 

fairly illustrate the real difficulty. Unfortunately, 
judges—who must be supposed to be pre-eminently 

reasonable and fair, for, if they are not, where are we to 
look for reasonableness and fairness ?—often wholly differ 

as to what conclusion reasonable and fair men might 

come to. 

It seems to us that, in point of principle, the matter 
has been much complicated by the fact that so many of 
these cases have been dealt with on the footing that the 
question was whether there was any evidence to go to 
the jury, rather than whether the verdict was against 
the evidence. That, again, arose from the reason we 
have already adverted to. If the verdict be against the 
evidence the result is merely a new trial; but it was 
soon perceived that, having regard to the bias of juries, 
new trials were useless, and so the question was generally 
raised on behalf of the defendants in the form of leave 
reserved on the ground that there was no evidence to 
go to the jury. It was perceived that, unless the 
judges could ultimately be made the tribunal to judge 
of the facts, it was useless to question the verdict of 
the jury. It is impossible not to see that the whole 
history of this controversy is that of an attempt on the 
part of certain strong and fair-minded judges, in the 
interests of justice, to take away the decision of certain 
questions from the tribunal to which it constitutionally 
belongs, but which had shown itself unsuited for dealing 
with such questions impartially. We thiuk that the con- 
duct of the judges in so doing was decidedly uncon- 
stitutional. To say this of anything is generally 
accepted as a censure of a mysteriously awful kind. 
But the use of the word “ unconstitutional” as a term of 
dispraise reminds us of the story of the Irish virago 
who was put to silence by being called a parallelopipedon. 
The effect of the word surely ought to depend on how 
far that which -is constitutional is good in relation to 
the particular subject-matter? The effect of the action 
of the bench was obviously to limit and lessen the 
sphere and power of the jury, to restrict and curtail the 
right of the Englishman to have questions affecting his 
person and property determined, so far as they are 
questions of fact, by ordinary laymen of his own order. 
The practice of granting new trials on the ground that the 
verdict was against evidence seems a step in this direction, 
but the practice of treating questions, which really are 
questions whether the verdict was against evidence, as 
questions whether there was any evidence for the jury, 
seems to us a much longer stride in the same direction. 

But it must be remembered that there is an exceptional 
difficulty in the case. When trial by jury developed 
into its present shape it was probably thought that a 
jury of twelve ordinary men unconnected with the parties 
would be a fair and impartial tribunal, and perhaps it 
may answer that expectation in most cases. But a case 
such as that of an issue between an ordinary member of 
the public and a railway company was not within the 
purview of the considerations that were possible at the 
time when the system originated. The issues then raised 
would be between private individuals, or between private 
individuals and the Crown, or persons acting under the 
Crown. It may perhaps be thought, if the jury have, 
on the whole, a bias rather against the Crown and other 
great in favour of the ordinary individual, so 
much the better in the interests of justice and right; 
bat it is altogether different when the jury have to decide 
between private individuals and incorporated companies, 
in cases where the prejudices of the ordinary individual 
almost invariably prove to be such as to prevent his 
exercising an impartial judgment. The judges have 
made a strong effort to resist and counteract the par- 
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tiality of juries in these cases. "We cannot help thinking 
that in so doing they have shifted the landmarks which 
separate the provinces constitutionally belonging to the 
judge and the jury, so as to increase that of the former 
and diminish that of the latter, without any popular 
sanction to such an alteration. Whether the amount of 
deviation from constitutional principle that took place, 
or the amount of injustice in individual cases that would 
have resulted from non-interference with the action of a 
partial tribunal, be the greater evil is a question that will 
depend very much on opinion. The persons who habit- 
ually profess such an almost superstitious veneration for 
the British jury when any suggestion of alteration is 
made with regard to it certainly ought to have been 
scandalized by the course of the decisions on platform 
cases. We must confess, without desiring to be num- 
bered with the class of persons above referred to, we 
think that some of the judges have been disposed to go 
too far in the way of usurping the functions of jurymen, 
and we hope that the permanent effect of Bridge’s case 
may be that the prevailing tendency in future will be to 
leave the decision of what are really questions of fact to 
the constitutional tribunal, as far as is possible, without 
permitting manifestly absurd and outrageously partial 
verdicts to stand. We cannot but see, however, that 
Bridge's case by no means does away with the difficulty 
that before existed. What we hope is, that it may temper 
the spirit in which some of the judges will approach the 
difficulty in future. 








Recent Decisions. 


SERVICE OF NOTICE TO QUIT ON DEATH 
OF TENANT FROM YEAR TO YEAR IN- 
TESTATE. 


(Sweeny v. Sweeny, Ex. Ir., I. R.10 ©, L. 375.) 


This case decides a point which it is not a little 
curious should have been so long open to doubt. A 
tenant from year to year of a farm died intestate. No 
administration was taken out, and the widow continued 
in possession and paid rent. The landlord served her 
with a notice to quit, and subsequently entered into an 
agreement for letting the farm to a son of the deceased 
tenant, who went into possession of the farm and paid 
rent. Some months afterwards another son of the de- 
ceased tenant took out administration to him, and 
brought ejectment to recover possession of the farm, on 
the ground that the original tenancy from year to year 
had never been properly put an end to, and was still 
subsisting. The court (Fitzgerald, B., dissenting) held 
that the tenancy had been duly determined by the notice 
to quit served on the widow, the person in possession. 

The root of the difficulty is to be found in the case of 
Do: v. Porter (3 T. R. 13), where it was held that, if a 
tenant from year to year dies intestate, his administrator 
has the same interest in the land as his intestate had. 
What Lord Kenyon meant to decide in that case was, 
no doubt, that where administration had been taken out 
to the deceased tenant, whatever chattel interest the 
deceased had, vested in the administrator. But the 
decision was soon attempted to be used to show that, 
where a tenant from year to year dies intestate, the 
possibility of an administrator being appointed was 
sufficient to prevent any valid notice to quit from being 
given to the person in possession after the tenant’s death. 
In Rees v. Perrot (4C. & P. 230) this notion was broached 
at Nisi Prius, but was promptly rejected by Littledale, 
J., who said that, if it couid be shown that any adminis. 
tration had been granted, the point would be raised, 
but the mere possibility of there being a personal re- 
presentative would not suffice to invalidate a notice to 
quit served on the widow of the deceased, who had re- 
mained in possession. And in Jones v. Murphy (2 Jebb 
& Symes, 323) it was expressly held that the landlord 
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was not bound to set up a personal representative of g 


deceased tenant from year to year before he could de. 
termine the tenancy by notice to quit. The landlord, saiq 
Bushe, O.J., “is not bound to look about for, or set up, 
@ personal representative of his deceased tenant, but 
may serve the notice to quit upon the tenants in posses. 
sion (p. 332).” 

But it is to be observed that in Rees v. Perrot ang 
the other cases mentioned above the person who 
attempted to maintain the invalidity of the notice to 
quit was the person who had been in possession after 
the tenant’s death, and it would seem obvious that, hay. 
ing acted as tenant from year to year, in default of a per. 
sonal representative of the deceased tenant, such a person 
could not afterwards maintain that such an ordi 
incident of such a tenancy as the notice to quit did not 
apply. In the present case the personal representative 
was bound by no such estoppel, and the question, 
therefore, distinctly arose for decision whether a valid 
notice to quit can be served on t he person who has been 
in possession since the death of the tenant. It would 
obviously be a hardship on the landlord that an essential 
part of the contract he has entered into with his 
tenant should be annulled or suspended through no 
default of his; it seems a monstrous thing that, as one 
of the judges remarked in Sweeny v. Sweeny, “for 
twenty years after an eviction of a deceased tenant's 
interest, the new tenant and the landlord should have 
hovering over them an estate in nubibus only, ready to 
swoop down upon the unfortunate tenant in possession 
so soon as, by his labour and capital, he has made the 
farm worth the taking.” But, on the other hand, it is 
rather difficult to see how, assuming that no unnecessary 
delay has occurred in taking out administration, the 
rights of the legal owner of the term are to be affected 
by a notice given to a person who has no interest 
whatever in the term. The majority of the Irish Court 
of Exchequer boldly met the difficulty by resting their 
decision, that the notice to quit could be served on the 
widow, on the ground of the inconvenience which would 
result from holding that notice to quit could not be 
served on the person in possession, though they also 
thought that they found some analogy for their decision 
in the case of Nugent v. Earl of Bantry (2 H. & Br 
156). ; 

It may be added that express provision was made for 
future cases of this kind in Ireland by the Notices to Quit 
(Ireland) Act, 1876 (39 & 40 Vict. c. 63, s. 4), which pro- 
vides that ‘‘in any case where a tenant has died or shall 
die intestate, and no administration has been taken out 
to his estate, . . . it shall be sufficient to addressa 
notice to quit ‘to the representatives of and all persons 
claiming to represent’ the tenant ‘ deceased,’ and it shall 
not be necessary to otherwise set out or describe who 
such representatives are; and the Act provides that 
one copy of the notice shall be left at the former dwell- 
ing-house of the deceased tenant, or posted on some 
conspicuous pari of the holding, and another copy sent 
in a registered post letter addressed in manner above- 
mentioned, and directed to the town land, and county 
in which the holding or any part thereof is situated, 
“and such notice shall be good and effectual notwith- 
standing subsequent administration or probate granted 
to any person or persons whatsoever.” 


OCHAMPERTY AND MAINTENANCE. 


(Ram Coomar Coondoo v. Chundar Canto Mookerjee 
P.O. L. R. 2 App. 186.) 


This case decides a point on which there has been & 
great diversity of opinion among the courts in India, 
viz., whether the English law of maintenance and 
champerty is in force in the Presidency towns. The 
principle by which it is to be decided whether 
special parts of the English law are to be deemed 
to be incorporated in, or excluded from, the law of 
India was laid down by Lord Brougham in Mayor 
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vy. East India Company (1 Moo. Ind. 
at p. 271). The general introduction of 
w will not introduce such special portions of 
as have had their origin “in a policy 
peculiarly adapted to the circumstances of the mother 
country.” Applying this principle to the law of 
cham’ and maintenance, the Judicial Com- 
mittee say that these laws, so far as they may 
e understood to treat as a specific offence the 
mere purchase of a share of a property in suit 
in consideration of advances for carrying it on, “were 
Jaws of a special character, directed against abuses 
prevalent, it may be, in England in early times,” but 
that, even as regards England, they had, before the 
acquisition of India by the British Crown, become “in 
agreat degree inapplicable to the altered state of society 
and of property,” and had fallen ‘“‘into comparative 
desuetude.” There are, moreover, the Committee point 
out, reasons in the condition of the Presidency towns 
why these laws should not be held to be applicable, and 
they accordingly hold them to be inapplicable. 


But the main interest of this case arises from the cir- 
eumstance that, while holding that the English law of 
maintenance and champerty is not applicable to India, 
the court proceed to consider under what circum- 
stances agreements savouring of maintenance and 
champerty ought to be deemed contrary to public 
policy. They think that “a fair agreement to supply 
funds to carry on a suit in consideration of having 
ashare of the property, if recovered, ought not to be 
regarded as being, per se, opposed to public policy.” But 
if the agreement is “ extortionate or unconscionable” ; or 
is made, not with the bond fide object of assisting a claim 
pelieved to be just, and of obtaining a reasonable recom- 
pense therefor, but for improper objects—as for the 
purpose of gambling in litigation, or of injuring or op- 
pressing others by abetting or encouraging litigation, or 
of injuring or oppressing others by abetting and en- 
eouraging unrighteous suits—it is contrary to public 
Policy, and ought not to be enforced by the courts. We 
need only draw attention to the cbservation of -Black- 
burn, J., in Hutley v. Hutley (21 W. R. 479, L. R. 8 
Q, B. 112), ‘‘that a bargain whereby the one party 
is to assist the other in recovering property, and is 
to share in the proceeds of the action, is illegal’”’—to 
show how far the rules of our law on this subject are 
from those which the Judicial Committee think publie 
policy demands. 


3 
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The Home Secretary, at the request of the county 
ustices in Kent, has issued an order under the Wild Fowl 

reservation Act, Varying the close time for wild fowl in 
that county, “so as to be from the 15th of March up to and 
inclusive of the 1st of August in each year.” 


The Local Government Board hus issued a circular draw- 
jog the attention of the local sanitary authorities through- 
ont the kingdom to the 13th section of the Public Works 
Loans Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 89), which requires 
that all local authorities intending to borrow from the 
Public Works Loan Commissioners should send to the com- 
missioners, on or before the 31st of December next, a state- 
‘tent of the new loans or instalments of loansalready granted 
which the authorities may probably apply to borrow during 
the ensuing financial year—viz., that commencing on the 
‘Ust of April, 1878. The Board say that they “are desirons 
of reminding the sanitary authority of the obligation im- 
Posed upon them by the statute to give notice of their ap- 
Plication within the prescribed period, should they contem- 
borrowing from the commissioners within the year in 

tion. Unless this condition is satisfied, the commis- 
rs are not empowered, except with the permission of 
the Lords Commissioners of her Majest reasury, to 


8 
Make an advance under the Act ; and the Board think it 
to state that they believe that in future their lord- 
will consider it their duty not to dispense witha 
compliance with the requirement above referred to.” 


-. 
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ing it clearly visible in his pages. 








Rehtews. 
ULTRA VIRES. 


A Trearisz on THE Doctrine or ULTRA Vines; BEING AN 
INVESTIGATION OF THE PRINCIPLES WHICH LIMIT THE 
CAPACITI£S, POWERS, AND LIABILITIES OF CORPORATIONS, 
AND MORE ESPECIALLY oF Jornt Stock Companizs. By 
Szewarp Brice, of the Inner Temple, Esq., Barrister- 
at-Law. Sezconp Epirion, Stevens & Haynes. 


It is impossible to deny to Mr. Brice the credit of in- 
defatigable industry. Within considerably less than 
three years he has re-written a great part of his book, 
has nearly trebled its bulk, and has added references 
to so large a number of American cases, as to make it al- 
most equally available to lawyers on either side of the 
Atlantic. He has also remedied several of the defects to 
which we referred in our notice of the first edition, and 
has added references to, or statements of, the recent cases, 
together with a large amount of new matter. 


Among the latter is a useful, and in many respects, 
careful digest of the restrictions imposed by the Legisla- 
ture on the holding of land by Corporations. This digest, 
however, sometimes fails to distinguish clearly between 
the Mortmain Acts, properly so-called, and the Actof Geo. 
2 and its amending Acts. It is hardly necessary to say 
that the latter have no special connection with corpora- 
tinns, and ought not to have been placed on the same 
level, so to speak, as the Mortmain Acts. Mr. Brice 
attempts, on p. 76, to distinguish between what he calls 
the old Mortmain Acts and the modern Mortmain Acts, 
but his explanation is far from accurate. . He begins by 
saying, ‘‘ The statutes hitherto considered positively 
restrict the power of any and every corporation to 
acquire lands at all.” The reader will be a little be- 
wildered to find that Mr. Brice himself elsewhere correctly 
points out (p. 71) that ‘“‘the effect of these enact- 
ments is that a corporation may, without licence from the 
Crown, acquire lands, but the mesne lords or the Crown 
may, within the prescribed period, seize them.” The 
next sentence on p. 76 is: ‘“‘The statutes which, 
in contradiction (query contradistinction) to these, 
may be styled the modern Mortmain Acts, in 
the first place apply only to gifts for charitable purposes, 
and therefore only to corporations and other bodies which 
exist for such purposes.” Mr. Brice can hardly mean 
that it is only gifts to ‘‘ bodies” of trustees which are 
within the Charitable Uses Act; yet this would be the 
impression conveyed to the reader. Again he proceeds, 
in the same sentence, ‘‘ and, secondly, they do not restrain 
powers, but impose formalities.” It might be asked 
whether they do not restrain the power of devising 
lands to charitable purposes? Mr. Brice may have clearly 
before his mind the important distinction between the 
two classes of statutes, but he does not succeed in keep- 
On p. 72, in the 
midst of a sub-section devoted to the old Mortmain Acts, 
immediately following a statement of the effect of the 
Act of Will. 3, and in the midst of observations as to 
licences in mortmain, there occurs this sentence :— 
“Lands already in mortmain by virtue of a deed duly 
enrolled under 9 Geo. 2, c. 36, may be conveyed to 
similar uses by a deed not enrolled.’”’ That is to say, 
where lands are already duly conveyed to charitable 
uses, on a subsequent conveyance to charitable uses, 
the formalities prescribed by the Act of Geo. II, 
need not be observed. What has this to do with the 
“old Mortmain Acts”? Much of thisconfusion might 
have been avoided if Mr. Brice would have called the 
statutes by their proper names, reserving the name of 
Mortmain Acts for the Acts relating to conveyance of 
lands to corporations, and the name of the Charitable 
Uses Acts for the Act of Geo. II. and the amending 
Acts. On the whole, while we cannot affirm that Mr. 
Brice has succeeded in removing all the defects we 
pointed out in our previous notice, it is right to say 
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that his new edition is by far the most complete state- 
ment which exists of the law on a subject of great 
importance to the practitioner. 


General Correspanvence. 


COMMISSIONERS TO ADMINISTER OATHS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—If it has not already been done through the 
medium of your journal, I should wish to direct the 
attention of the profession and gentlemen with the above 
qualification to the powers conferred on English com- 
missioners by the Irish Judicature Act. 

By section 74 of that Act all answers, disclaimers, 
examinations, and affidavits for use in the High Court 
of Justice and Court of Appeal in Ireland, and also 
acknowledgments for enrolling deeds in the said High 
Courts, and affidavits in the Irish Registry of Deeds 
may be made and taken before an English commissioner 
to administer oaths. 

I cannot but remark that our legislators were not 
equally liberal to our Irish brethren when passing the 
English Judicature Act. 








J. C. St. Ausnyn ANGOvE. 
3, Serjeants’-inn, Fleet-street, E.C., Nov. 9. 





A NEW LAW SOCIETY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 

Sir,—The inclosed circular has just come into our 
possession, having been handed to us by one of our 
clients. 

As your valuable paper has from time to time exposed 
to the light many of these debt-collecting societies, we 
think it our duty to forward the document to you, that 
this extraordinary circular may obtain the publicity in 
your next issue which it deserves. 

Nov. 12. Svescrizers ror Many Years. 


[The following is the circular referred to by our cor- 
respondents :— 
(Established 1874 ) 
BRITISH AND CONTINENTAL LAW SOCIETY. 
FOR THE COLLECTION AND BECOVERY OF DEBTS, RENTS, ETC. 
15, Maitland Park Villas, Haverstock Hill, London, N.W. 
CHARLES KEENE, Sole Proprietor and Manager. 
Bankers—“ London & South Western Bank,’ Camden Town, N.W. 
TRY THE NEW SYSTEM, 
A¥D THE OPLT EFFECTUAL MEANS OF RECOVERING DrsTs. 
Terme: 5 per Cent. (“no extra charge whatever”) on 
amount recovered, whether the money has been received 
directly or indirectly, through the medium of our office. 
Clients are advised on the i ‘ 
aa tabnatngthe a per be headed, Se Geckos parce rae x4 
or will be forvarded when the full amount of the Debt has been 
reegenreEnd. 


Reference to Tradesmen in every district in and about London, 
Different to tae system of similar offices, we make per- 
s0ral application in the name of our clienta so as to add 
without giving offence, and it is only when we find 
that it is positively neceseary that we have resource to 
other irresistible means. 
Our thoroughly organized system and personal super- 
vision invariably succeeds in tracing out the sddress of 
who have been lost sight of for years, and in most 
cases we have recovered payments of otherwise Bad Debts, 
nowithetanding the Statute of Limitation. 
In urgent eases the New System is undoubtedly the 
most Peremptory and Successful Means of collecting debts. 
The New System bas been unanimously pronounced 
“ marvelions in ite reaulte” by over 9,000 Firms, including 
some of the Leading Shippers, Merchants, and Tradesmen, 
is an4 about Londor, Country, and Continent. 
Perticuler attention is directed against Bwindlers, and 
every posible effort is exerted to recover Goods which 


In numberless cases where Minors have: incui 
bilities, we have succeeded in recovering payment, ETN 
Rents collected or advanced by Special arrangement, 


N.B.—All communications to be consider: strictly 
private and confidential. Onno account wil ate. Keene 
undertake business except upon the positive und 
that the Agency is not to be held responsible di or 
indirectly for any alleged losses. ’ 

Cheques to be made payable to Mr. Charles Keene, and 
coosned * London and South-Western Bank.” Mr. Keene 
attends at the Office all day on Wednesdays, or between 
the hours of 9 to 11 a.m. and 7 to 9 p.m. on Mondays ang 
Fridays. ] 


Cases of the eek. 


PracticeE—ORDER To TAX SoLicrTor’s BILL AFTER Agrioy - 
BROUGHT—ProceeDIncs By Dezstor’s SuMMONS—OrpzR 
now no Stay—Souicrrors Act, 1843, 8. 37—Jupicaturs 
Act, 1873, s. 24, sUB-sEcTION 5.—In a matter of Re Fi 

a Solicitor, an application was made before the Master of the 
Rolls br greens to discharge a common order to tax which 
showed that some misapprehension exists as to the effect of 
the present form of order after action brought. The solicitor, 
on the 20th of October, 1877, commenced an action against 
his client to recover his bill of costs, and on the same dai 
served him with a debtor’s summous for the same 

On the 25th of October the client served the solicitor witha 
common order to tax, which was assumed apparently by all 
parties to be, ipso facto, a stay of proceedings in the action 
and on the summons. ‘The debtor’s summons came on to be 
heard before the registrar on the 9th inst., and after some 
discussion the further hearing was adjourned for a fortnight 
in order that an application might be made to the Master of 
the Rolls to discharge the order to tax. This motion was made 
yesterday, and the Master of the Rolis refused the application. 
In the course of his judgment his lordship remarked that 
apparently everybody concerned in the case had assumed, 
without examining the order, that the same was in the 
old form. That was not so, however, for, according to the 
Judicature Act, there was no power to restrain an acti 
or other proceeding actually commenced, and therefore 
common order, even after action brought, now only said 
“that no proceedings at law or otherwise be commenced,” 
and not as formerly, “ that all farther proceedings at law” 
(see Seton, p. 842) ‘‘should be stayed pending the refer- 
ence.” Considering the mode in which the order had been 
used before the registrar, his lordship refused to order the 
applicant to pay the costs of his motion. 








Hossanp AND Wire—Desertion of Wire—Prorecrion 
Onper—20 & 21 Vicr. c. 85, ss. 21, 25—Wirr’s Cuose m 
Action—RepuctTion into Possesston—Pieapine,—In 8 
case of Nicholson v. The Drury Building Estate Company, 
decided by Fry, J., on the 10th inst., a question arose ast 
the effect of a protection order obtained, under section 21 of 
the Divorce Act of 1857, by a wife who had been deserted 
by her husband. The marriage took place in November, 
1861. On the 26th of March, 1866, an uncle of the wife died 
intestate. She was one of his next of kin, and thus entitled 
to a share of his estate. A part of this share was paid by 
the administrator to the husband, and some shares in the 
defendant company were appropriated by the ini 
trator in respect of the residue of it. With the asset 
of the husband and wife these shares were t 
in 1867 by the administrator into the joint es 
of the husband and wife. On the 16th of May, i ! 
the husband deserted the wife, and she, on the 6th. 
November, 1874, obtained from the magistrates a protec 
tion order, by which her earnings and property 4 
after the 16th of May, 1874, were protected from her bur 
band and his creditors. In 1876 the company resolved upon 
s voluntary liquidation, and the liquidator gave notice @ 
both husband and wife that he was prererys 69 refund @ sam 
of £900 in respect of the shares w stood in the joum 
names. The wife, thereupon, suing as a feme sole by Vitae 
of the protection order, com the action against, the 
company and the husband, claiming to have the £900 











may have fallen or sre within their grasp. 


to her an a fome sole, a8 coming withib the pr | OG 
which was still in operation, It was contended on bebalte 





Now lilo, 
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s ss 
4 the husband that the transfer of the shares into the joint 


names of the husband and wife amounted to a reduction 
into possession by the husband, and that the wife was con- 
tly entitled to such rights only as arose out of the 
fact that the shares stood in the joint names, ic., to the 
chance of becoming solely entitled to them in case she should 
gurvive her husband. It was said that the wife could only 
have asserted her right to an equity to a settlement by 
means of a suit in a court of equity, and that, in default 
of her doing so, the administrator could have obtained a 
complete discharge by transferring the shares to the husband. 
The transfer into the joint names could only have been made 
by virtue of an authority given by the husband, inasmuch 
as the wife was not competent to give any authority, and 
therefore the result was the same as if the shares had been 
transferred to the husband, and then by him transferred 
into the joint names. If the shares had remained in the name 
of the testator, or had stood in the name of the administrator, 
the husband, if hesurvived the wife, could only have obtained 
them by taking out administration to the wife, whereas, 
alter the transfer into the joint names, the husband, if he 
survived the wife, would take the shares, not by virtue of 
his marital right, but as survivor, and without the necessity 
of taking out administration. This showed, it was said, 
that the title was entirely changed, and that the wife’s 
right was founded simply on the fact that the shares stood in 
the joint names. In other words, there had been a reduc- 
tion into possession by the husband before the desertion. 
Fry, J., declined to accede to this argument. He was of 
ion that it was essential to a reduction into possession 
there should have been some moment of time at which 
the husband could have exercised absolate dominion over 
the shares without any consent or concurrence of the wife. 
This state of things had never existed, and there had, 
therefore, been no reduction into possession by the husband. 
And this being so, his lordship held, — the authority of 
In re Coward and Adam’s Purchase (23 W. R. 605, L. R. 20 
Eq. 179), that, though the right to the shares, as forming 
_ of the uncle’s estate, vested in the wife before the 
rtion, yet the money payable in respect of them was, 
- within the meaning of section 21 of the Act and of the pro- 
tection order, property acquired by her after the desertion, 
and consequently tbat she was entitled to it under the order. 
Another point arose upon the pleadings. It was admitted 
that the arrangement come to upon the transfer of the 
shares into the joint names did not in itself amount toa 
settloment binding upon the wife. But it was contended that 
she had ratified and adopted the arrangement, because she 
had alleged in her statement of claim that it was arran 
and agreed between the administrator and herself and her 
husband that the shares should be transferred into the joint 
Dames, and that, in consileration of this arrangement urd 
agreement, she a to waive her — to a settlement 
out of her share of the uncle’s estate. ,J., said that this 
argument amounted to saying that the plaintiff had, by 
Stating the fact of what took place, been entrapped into an 
abandonment of the very claim to enforce which she had 
stated it. He declined to allow pleadings to be made use of 
for such a purpose, and said that, if necessary, he should 
have allowed the plaintiff to amend her statement of claim 
by adding that she did not rely upon, but, on the contrary, 
Tepudiated, the de facto arrangement which she had stated. 


PracticE—TrtaL — NON-APPEARANCE OF PLAINTIFF? — 
Proor ny Derenpant or Servick or Notice oF Trrar— 
Oxp. 36, 2x. 10, 19.—Upon an action of Cockle v. Joyce, 
which was in the list for trial before Fry, J., on the 12th 
inst., being called on, the plaintiff did not appear. The 
@efendant’s counsel thereupon asked that judgment might 
be given for him, with costs. Fry, J., a whether the 
‘@efendant had evidence of the service upon him of notice 

Oftrial, and, after consultation with the registrar, said 
Mhat the practice was that service of the notice of trial 
Must be proved. And he gave judgment for the defend- 


3 — condition of an affidavit of service being produced 


. regietrar in the course of the day. This appears to 
4 with the old practice of the Court of Chance: 


i ide 2 Daniell’s Practice, 4th yt - 880; Rigg v. Wi 


& OC. 505) that, when the plaintiff did not appear at 
hearing, the defendant was not entitled to have the 
Gismiased unless he proved by affidavit that he had 


¥, 





this difference, however, that the subpana to hear judg- 
ment was not served until after the cause had been set 
down for hearing, whereas now r. 10 of ord. 36 provides 
that notice of trial shall be given before entering the ac- 
tion for trial. 


ActTioN To RECOVER Lanp—EvIDENCE oF TiTLE—PReE- 
SUMPTION OF CoNTINUANCE oF SzeIsIN—LEeasE—PREsUMP- 
TION or Entry sy LessEE—CounrerPArt—A DMISSIBILITY. 
—In a case of The Magdalen Hospital v. Knotts, decided by 
Fry, J., on the 13th inst., some questions of importance 
arose with regard to the evidence in support of the plain- 
tiffs’ title, the action being one for the recovery of land. 
The plaintiffs were a charitable corporation, and they 
sought, with the sanction of the Charity Commissioners, to 
set aside, as void under the Act 13 Eliz. c. 10, s. 3,a 
lease for ninety-nine years, made by the corporation in 
1783, of some land belonging to them to one Gilbert. The 
plaintiffs alleged that the land of which the defendants 
were in possession, and which the action was brought to 
recover, formed part of that which was comprised in the 
ninety-nine years lease; that Gilbert had entered into 
possession under the lease; and that the defendants had 
derived title under him. The lease was made at a pepper- 
corn rent, and contained no onerous covenants on the 
part of the lessee. The only real consideration for it, so 
far as appeared, was another lease granted on the same 
day by Gilbert to the corporation of some land adjoin- 
ing other land of theirs upon which they had builé 
their hospital. The lease to Gilbert purported to com-~ 
prise all the land of the corporation not incladed 
within the walis of the hospital. The defendants 
demurred to the statement of claim on the ground that the 
plaintiffs’ right had been barred by the Statute of Limita- 
tions. Jessel, M.R., overruled the demurrer (vide Magdulen 
Hospiial v. Knotts, 25 W. R. 181, L. R. 5 Ch. D. 175), om 
the ground that the effect of the Statute of Elizabeth was 
only to render the lease voidable, and that the time under 
the Statute of Limitations did not begin to run until the 
corporation had done some act to avoid the lease, which 
they had only done in this case by issuing the writ in the 
action. The defendants afterwards delivered a statement 
of defence by which they denied the facts alleged in the 
statement of claim, pleaded the Statute of Limitations, and 
relied upon their rights as being in possession of the land as 

urchasers for value without notice of the plaintiffs’ rights. 

When the action came on for trie] the plaintiffs proved a 
conveyance to them in the year 1763 of certain lands, and 
then proved that the site on which the hospital was afterwards 
built, and where it remained until the year 1869, formed 
part of the land included in that conveyance. They further 
proved that the land in the defendants’ jon was also 
part of the land included in the conveyance of 1763 and the 
lease of 1783 (of which the counterpart alone was adduced 
in evidence), assuming that the c tion were, at the date 
of the lease of 1783, still seised of all the land which had 
been originally conveyed to them in 1763. It was objected 
on behalf of the defendants that the coun of the lease 
was not evidence against them of the execution of the lease— 
(1) because it had not been proved that the plaintiffs were, at 
the date when it-was executed, seised of the land comprised in 
it; and (2) because, though the counterpart would have been 
evidence against Gilbert, there was no evidence that he 
had entered under the lease, or that the defendants derived 


legal presumption that the original lessee entered under 
the lease ; and (3) that there was a legal presumption that 
the defendants, being in of the land comprised 
in the lease, were in possession under a title derived throagh 
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original lease, and no burden being imposed by it on the 
lessee other than that which would naturally have rested 
upon the owner of the fee, the leasehold origin of the 
title might well have been entirely forgotten after the time 
which had elapsed before the deeds relied upon were exe- 
cuted. His lordship accordingly gave judgment for the 
plaintiffs, with costs. 


APPEARANCE ELSEWHERE THAN WHERE WRIT IssUED— 
Orp. 12, n. 64.—In the case of Smith v. Dobbins, in the 
Exchequer Division, on the 10th inst., a judicial interpreta- 
tion was given to r. 6a of ord. 12, which provides for the 
mode of entering an appearance by a defendant. It ap- 
peared that the plaintiff had commenced his action by a writ 
of summons issued in a district registry, and had signed 
judgment against the defendant for default of appearance. 
The defendant, however, obtained an order setting aside the 
judgment, on the ground that he had in fact entered an ap- 
pearance under the above rule by delivering to the proper 
officer in London the required memorandum. It was not 
disputed that the defendant had the option, under r. 3, of 
appearing either in the district registry or in London; but, 
having appeared in London,-he had neglected to comply with 
the provision contained in the second part of r. 6a, to the 
effect that, where appearance is entered elsewhere than where 
the writ is issued, notice must be given to the plaintiff's 
solicitor. ‘The order setting aside the judgment, having been 
confirmed on appeal in chambers, was now set aside by the 
court (Kelly, C.B., and Huddleston, B.), on the ground that 
an appearance under that rule is not complete until notice 
has been served in the prescribed manner. In this case, 
therefore, it was held that no appearance had been entered, 
and that the plaintiff's judgment must stand. The court 
observed that this view of the rule was supported by ord. 
13, r.5a, which provides that the plaintiff must wait until 
the notice might in due course of post have reached him be- 
fore he enters judgment. 





JUDICIAL ARREARS. 


“ A Soxicitor,” writing to the Times on this subject, says:— 
The long list of actions entered for trial by jury in the High 
Court of Justice will doubtless cause a renewal of the cry for 
more judges. As it is rumoured that this appeal is likely to 
find favour, it is, I thiok, desirable, before anything is done, 
to call attention to some points connected with the legislation 
of the last few years authorizing additiona! judicial appoint- 
ments. 

In the year 1871, a considerable number of cases were 
waiting for hearing before the Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Counci). To remedy this an Act of Parliament was passed, 
under the provisions of which four permanent judges were 
appointed with salaries of £5,000 each. These judges, with- 
out any extraordinary exertions (for they have only sat five 
days a week for about five hours each day), have cleared off 
all arrears, and, after an adjournment of upwards of 
three months, the court re-commenced its sittings the other 
day with a list of seven cases, viz., four colonial appeals, 
two Indian appeals, and an application for the prolongation 
of two patents. It may fairly be estimated that this business 
will occupy about seven days, and it is more than probable 
thet at the expiration of about that time the learned judges 
will bave nothing to do. 

In the year 1876, in consequence of complaints as to an 
arrear of appeals in the Honse of Lords, two law lords 
were appointed, each with a salary of £5,000 per annum, 
and the House was empowered to sit for the purpose of 
hearing appeals at any period of the year. The House sat 
for a few days in November last year, and then adjourned 
until the session of Parliament in February, when its 
ordinary sittings were resumed. The arrears were thus, 
without difficulty, disposed of, and the House has resumed 
ite sittings with a list of fourteencases. Although this list 
will donbtlees be added to before August next, it is clear 
that a great part of the time of the recently-appointed 
jadges will be unoccupied. 

In the year 1875 four gentlemen were appointed to folfil 
judicial duties under the title of ‘‘jadicial referees.” 
The office was created in accordance with a recommenda- 
tion of the Judicature Commission, and it was confidently 
hoped it would prove of great advantage to that class of 





suitors whose fate it has long been to have their cages 
‘* referred” to a barrister for decision in a private room at 
an diture which, in some cases, has been quite fabn. 
lous. Unfortunately, the salaries of the official referees 
were fixed at the inadequate sum of £1,500 per annum 
and some at least of the gentlemen appointed (perhaps from 
being unknown) did not possess the confidence of the pro. 
fession ; and in the result, instead of the boon to the suitorg 
which had been anticipated, the office has proved almost a 
sinecure. 

At the present moment three practising barristers are on 
circuit under the title of ‘ commissioners,” instead of 
judges, for the purpose of trying at the winter assizes 
criminal cases of too serious a character to be tried before 
a chairman of quarter sessions, however experienced. 
Doubtless each of these gentlemen is well qualified to dis. 
ch the duties thus intrusted to him, bat it is hardly 
satisfactory to find a barrister sitting as ‘‘my lord’’ to- 
day, with all the pomp and dignity of a criminal court, for 
the trial of most important cases, when a few weeks ago he 
may have been, and in a few weeks hence may again be, 
prosecuting or defending prisoners as an advocate in the same 
court. 

Of course the duties of judges cannot be materially 
altered after their appointment without their consent, and, 
inasmuch as the experience of two of the judges appointed 
to the Privy Council had been in India, and that of one of 
the law lords had been in Scotland, and having regard to 
the want of confidence publicly expressed in the official 
referees, it is clear that the dormant judicial strength to 
which I have alluded could not now be utilized. But it is 
evident that, with a little more foresight, matters might have 
been more advantageously arranged. The services of judges 
of the ultimate courts of appeal might have been made 
available for assistance in the intermediate Court of Appealin 
like manner as those of the Lord Chancellor are, and thus, 
some of the judges who are now required in that court would, 
have been free to act as judges of first instance. In this way 
valuable assistance might have been obtained towards wiping 
off arrears, and the necessity for appointing practising 
barristers to go circuit, instead of judges, would also have been 
avoided. And had the office of official referee been differently 
filled, it might have been far better that, in the absence of 
available judges, the commissioners acting on circuit should 
= been selected from those filling a permanent judicial 
office. 

Although it is now too late to rectify the mistakes of the 
past, there can be no difficulty in dealing with these matters 
before any other appointments are made, and thus, as it 
ap to me, rendering it unnecessary to appoint additional 
judges. ‘Time might in varios other respects be saved, but 
I will not now trouble you on that subject. 





It is stated that a Linlithgow jury, after retiring for a short 
time, sent the court officer to inform the sheriff that they 
would give no verdict till refreshments had been supplied. 


These being produced, the verdict was brought in within 
half-am-hour. 

The Leeds Chamber of Commerce have taken occasion to 
find fault that the winter assize which is just ended was nob 
presided over by one of the judges, but, as the chairman 
expressed it, “ a commissioner was sent down instead.” The 
chairman added that this certainly was not the way in which 
such an important circuit should be treated. 

The first meeting of the Royal Commission on Extradition 
was held on Friday week. There were present the Lord 
Chief Justice of England (chairman), Lord Justice Baggallay,. 
Lord Justice Brett, Lord Justice Thesiger, Mr. W. M‘Cullagh 
Torrens, M.P., and the secretary, Mr. George E, March. ; 

The Dublin correspondent of the Zimes writes:—‘ Tho 
election of Mr. Robinson, Q.C., to be the new serjeant in, 
the place of Sir OC. O’Loghlen bas drawn attention to 4 
remarkable difference in the status of serjeants-at-law in 
Ireland and in England. In Ireland they always rauked 
at the head of the inner bar, next to the law officers 
the Crown. The office is a patent one, and has always 
been held by @ King’s or Queen’s Counsel. There areonly, 
three serjeants in Ireland, Serjeants Armstrong, Sherlock, 
and Robinson, Formerly one of the three was called the 
Prime-Serjeant, but the title is now obsolete, though 
there is @ practice of precedence according to the order 
of appointment.’’ 
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Obituary 


MR. HENRY JEFFREYS FARRAR. 


Mr. Henry Jeffreys Farrar, solicitor, of Cranbrook, died 
on the 27th ult. r. Farrar was born in 1830, and was 
admitted a solicitor in 1852, and he soon afterwards com- 
menced practice at Cranbrook in partnership with Mr. 
William Tanner Neve and the late Mr. John Elliott Wilson. 
He was for several years deputy-coroner for the Cranbrook 
division of the county of Kent, and a few years ago, on the 

ignation of Mr. Neve, he was elected coroner for the 
division, and discharged the duties of that office until the 
date of his death. About the same time he succeeded Mr. 
Wilson in the offices of clerk to the Cranbrook Board of 
Guardians and superiutendent-registrar, and he was also 
clerk to the commissioners of land tax for the district. 
Mr. Neve left the firm a few years ago, and Mr. Wilson 
died in 1875. Mr. Farrar then became the head of the 
firm, being in partnership with Mr. John Amherst Philpott 
(vestry clerk of Cranbrook and deputy-coroner) and with Mr. 
Alfred Rogers Wood. ‘The firm are also joint-clerks to the 
county magistrates. Mr. Farrar was a perpetual commis- 
sioner for the county of Kent anda commissioner for oaths 
in the Supreme Court of Judicature. He was buried in St. 
Donstan’s churchyard on the 3rd inst., the funeral being 
attended by a large number of friends and neighbours. 





Appointments, Ete. 


Mr. Ricwarp Berens Braprorp Hawk1ns, solicitor, of 
Woodstock, has been elected Mayor of that borough for 
the ensuing year. Mr. Hawkins, who was admitted a 
solicitor in 1846, is registrar of the Woodstock County 
Court, and holds several other public appointments. 


Mr. Cares BisHor, solicitor, of Llandovery, has been 
élected Mayor of that borough for the ensuing year. Mr. 
Bishop is clerk of the peace for Carmarthenshire. He 
was admitted a solicitor in 1824, and is in partnership with 
his con, Mr. Charles Bishop, juno. 


Mr. Joun Bowm, solicitor, of Lichfield, has been elected 
Mayor of that city for the ensuing year. Mr. Bown was 
admitted a solicitor in 1858. He is one of the aldermen 
of Lichfield, and clerk to the commissioners of income-tax 
and to the Lichfield Board of Guardians, and chairman of 
the Lichfield Brewery Company (Limited). 


Mr. Witi1amM Hurt Cxiarke, solicitor and notary, of 
Bristol, has been appointed by the Right Hon. Sir James 
Hannen to the office of Registrar of the District Probate 
Registry at Bristol, in the place of his father, the late Mr. 
Charles Stewart Clarke. Mr. W. H. Clarke is also regis- 
trar of the archdeaconry and of the consistory court of 
Bristol. He was admitted a solicitor in 1859, and is in 
partnership with his brother, Mr. John Henry Clarke. 


Mr. Henry Homewoop Crawrorp, solicitor (of the firm 
of Chorley, Crawford, & Chester), of 34—36, Moorgate- 
street, has been elected, by a large majority, Solicitor to 
the Vintners’ Company. Mr. Crawford was admitted a 
solicitor in 1872, and ia now serving for the second time 
the office of one of the under-sheriffs of London and 
Middlesex. Mr. Crawford has within the last few days 
been appointed a Member of her Majesty’s Commission of 
Lieutenancy for the City of London, and has also been 
Unanimously elected Master of the Fan Makers’ Company. 


Mr. Ernest James Davies, solicitor, of Ludlow, has been 


elected ap. of that borough for the ensuing year. Mr. 


Davies is clerk to the Ludlow Highway Board, He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1867, and is in partnership with Mr. 
George Brydges Rodney Anderson, the clerk to the commis. 


tioners of taxes for the district of Hounslow and Overs. 


Mr. Ricuarp Draco, solicitor, of Wallingford, has been 
alected Mayor of that borough for the onmning year, Mr. 
con was admitted a solicitor in 1829, and is one of the 
aldermen of the borough, and a ustice of the peace for the 
borough appointed by the Lord cellor. 


Mr. Cuancxs Diver, solicitor and notary, of Yarmouth, 
haa been elected Mayor of the Borough of Great Yarmouth 





for the ming year. Mr. Diver was admitted a solicitor in 
1859, and is clerk to the county magistrates for the division 
of East and West Flegg. He was for several years town 
clerk of the borough. 


Mr. Gzorce Henry GaRRArp, solicitor (of the firm of 
New; Prance, & Garrard), of Evesham, has been elected 
Mayor of that borough for the ensuing year. Mr. Garrard 
was admitted a solicitor in 1852, and is clerk to the Evesham 
Highway Board and the Bengeworth Burial Board. His 
senior partner, Mr, Herbert New, is régistrar of the 
Evesham County Court. 


Mr. JAMES GREENHALGH, solicitor (of the firm of Green- 
halgh & Cannon), of Bolton, has been elected Mayor of 
that borough for the ensuing year. Mr. Greenhalgh was 
admitted a solicitor in 1846, and is clerk to the Horwich 
Local Board, and a vice-president of the Manchester In- 
corporated Law Society. 


Mr. Joun Houyoakg, solicitor, of Droitwich, has been 
elected Mayor of that borough for the ensning year. Mr, 
Holyoake was admitted a solicitor in 1838, and served the 
same Office in 1859 and 1860. 


Mr. Francis Wittiam Jongs, solicitor, Gloucester, has 
been appointed Under-Sheriff of the City and County of 
the City of Gloucester for the ensaing year, having held the 
office for seven consecutive years. Jones was admitted 
a solicitor in 1869, and is also clerk of the peace for the 
city. 

Mr. RicHatp MunxuousE WItson, solicitor, of Salisbury 
and Wilton, has been elected Mayor of the City of Salis- 
bury for the ensning year. Mr. Wilson is one of the 
coroners for Wiltshire, registrar of the Salisbury County 
Court, clerk to the Amesbury Board of Guardians and 
Amesbury Highway Board, and superintendent-registrar. 
He was admitted a solicitor in 1831, and is in partnership 
with Mr. Thomas Thring, and with his son, Mr. Richard 
Arthur Wilson. 


Mr. Taomas Hacks Naytor, barrister, has been elected 
Mayor of the borough of Cambridge for the ensuing year. 
Mr. Naylor is the son of the late Mr. Thomas Hargreave 
Naylor, of Carisbrook, Isle of Wight, and was born in 1809. 
He was educated at Queen’s College, Cambridge, where he 
graduated B.A. in 1838, and he was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1841. Mr. Naylorisa 
member of the South-Eastern Cireuit, practising locally at 
Cambridge. He has been recorder of the borough of Sud- 
bury, and is one of the aldermen of Cambridge, and he 
served the office of mayor for the year 1872-73. 


Mr. JAmEs CHartes Owev, solicitor, of Wrexham, has 
been elected Mayor of that borough for the ensuing year. 
Mr. Owen was admitted a solicitor in 1847. He previously 
served the office of mayor for the year ending November, 
1873, and he is one of the a'dermen of tbe borough. 


Mr. Goprrey Ricwarp Park, solicitor, of Hull and 
Hedon, has been elected De the third year in succession) 
to the office of Mayor of Hedon. Mr. Park was admitted a 
solicitor in 1841, and is clerk to the county magistrates for 
Middle Holderness and South Holderness. 


Mr. Epwarp PE£Etg, notary public, of Durham, has 
been elected Mayor of that city for the ensuing year. Mr. 
Peele was admitted a notary in 1858 on his appointment as 
ee clerk and registrar to the Dean and Chapter of 


has been elected Clerk of the Peace for that boroug 

the place of Mr. Christopher Hughes, deceased. 1 
Shoosmith was admitted a solicitor in 1845, and is also 
town clerk of Northampton. 


Mr. Wittiam Henry Stewart, solicitor, of Wakefield, 
has been elected (for the second time) to be — of 
that borough for the ensuing year. Mr. Stewart is the son 
and, until recently, partner of Mr. William Stewart, who 
has lately retired from practice, and he was admitted a 
solicitor in 1864, 

Mr. Cusment Srrerron, solicitor, of Leicester, has been 
elected Mayor of that borough for the ensuing year. Mr. 
Stretton was admitted a solicitor in 1849, and is in 
partnership with his brother, Mr. Albert Stretton. 

Mr. Wiiu1am Swrrr, solicitor, of Liverpool and Huyton, 


Mr. Witu1am SHoosmtrs, solicitor, of a 
, in 
Mr. 
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has been aypointed Clerk to the Huyton-cum-Roby Local 
Board. Mr. Swift was admitted a solicitor in 1870. 

Mr. Rosert GzorcE Raper, solicitor and notary public, 
of Chichester, has been elected (forthe sixth time) Mayor 
of that city for the ensuing year. Mr. Raper was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1850, and is one of the city aldermen. 
He is registrar of her Majesty’s Court of Probate at 
Chichester, clerk to the Dean and Chapter of Chichester, 
secretary to the Lord Bishop of Chichester, acting-regis- 
trar of the archdeaconry of Chichester, clerk to the 
county magistrates, the Westhampnett Poor Law Union, 
and the commissioners of taxes, and he holds other public 
appointments. Mr. Raper is also Lecturer on Ecclesias- 
tical and Parochial Law at the Chichester Theological 
College. 





New OxrVers, Ete. 


COUNTY COURTS. 


I, the Right Honourable Hugh MacCalmont, Baron 
Cairns, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do, under 
the powers vested in me by the County Court Rules, hereby 
order that the offices of the county courts may be closed on 
the 22nd, the 24th, and 26th days of December, 1877. 

Given under my hand this 8th day of November, 1877. 

Carns, C. 





Hacieties, 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The monthly meeting of the board of directors of this 
association was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, 
London, on Wednesday, the 14th inst., the following 
directors being in attendance :—Mr. Edwin Hedger (in the 
chair), Messrs. Asker (Norwich), Brook, Paterson, Payne 
(Bath), Price, Rickman, Roscoe, Sankey (Canterbury), 
Smitb, Styan, Veley (Chelmsford), Williamson, and 
Young (Mr. Eiffe, secretary). Thirteen new members were 
admitted to the association. A sum of £345 was distributed 
in grants of assistance to the widows and families of 
solicitors, and other general business was transacted. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At the meeting of this society held at the Law Institution 
on Tuesday evening last, the 13th inst., Mr. C. Swinfen 
Eady, LL.B., in the chair, the question appointed for the 
evening’s debate was, ‘‘Should the county franchise be 
assimilated with the borough?” Mr. S. Garrett, M.A., 
opened the discussion in the sffirmative, and Mr. J. 

worth replied. After a debate, the question was 
finally decided by the casting vote of the chairman in the 
negative. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The fortnightly legal moot was held at the Law Institu- 
tion last Monday. Mr. E. C. Rawlings presided. Mr. Ward 
opened the evening’s debate on the following question :— 
** A testator devises ‘all my real estate of which I am now 
possessed.’ Will land acquired subsequent to the date of 
the will pass under such a devise ?”’ Meesrs. Edwards, 
Stevens, Quick, and others spoke on the subject. Mr, 
Ward having replied, and the chairman having summed up, 
the question was answered in the affirmative. 

The society held its usual weekly meeting at Clement’s-inn 
Hall on Wednesday last, Mr. Frank. Moyle being in the chair. 
The subject of the evening’s debate was, ‘‘ That the system 
of competitive examinations is unsatisfactory in its results.” 
Mr. A. D. B. Collyer, B.A, ee the debate, end Mr, 
Rubinstein opposed. Messrs. and Owen followed in 
the sffirmative end negative respectively. The debate was 
sustained by members, and on the votes being taken the 
motion was lost, 








The Railway Commission. 


April 5; May 17; June 13; Aug. 4—London and 
South-Western Railway Company v. Staines, Wokingham, 
and Woking Railway Company. 

Construction of lease—Works for accommodation of traffic— 
bs mech increase safety of railway—17 & 18 Vict. o. 31, 
8. 2. 

The S. W. oorace | Company were the lessees of the S. Rail- 
‘way under a lease whereby it was provided that the lessors 
should execute all such additional works, if any, in and in con. 
nection with the thereby demised railways and for landowners 
and others, as may from time to time be required in pursuance 
of the Acts from time to time in force with respect to the man. 
agement, working, user, and maintenance of the railways ang 
the works thereof and the traffic thereon ; nevertheless that the 
lessees should maintain and repair such works when executed. 

Held, that this provision extended to works nece to 
afford the facilities for traffic under the Railway oud Gout 
Traffic Act, 1854, and also to works which it is made indi 
incumbent on a railway company to provide if it would a 
contingencies for which it would be held liable under statute, 
such = new signals provided for putting the block system in 


ft) on. 

Sembie, that section 2 of the Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 
1854, entitles the public at stations where there are many 
sengers to have the convenience of a waiting-room, and to fa 
platforms which are not long enough for the traffic extended, and 
to have also such siding accommodation as that goods can be 
received and delivered without delay. 

This was an application by the London and South- 
Western Railway Company to refer certain differences be- 
tween them and the Staines Railway Company to the decision 
of the Railway Commissioners under section 8 of the Regu- 
lation of Railways Act, 1873. 

F. M. White, QO., and Arbuthnot appeared for the 
applicants. : 

Littler, Q.C., and Dryden, for the defendants. 

The nature of the differences between the parties 
sufficiently appears from the following judgment of 

The Commisstoners :—The Staines, Wokingham, and 
Woking Railway was authorized to be leased to the London 
and South-Western Railway Company by an Act passed in 
1858, and the 12th article of a lease made under the Act is 
the following :— 

‘*12thly. ‘The lessees will at all times during the con- 
tinuance of the term hereby granted in the exercise of their 
powers, authorities, rights, and privileges under these pre+ 
sents in all respects duly perform and observe the several 
provisions with respect to the management, working, user, 
and maintenance of the hereby demised railways and the 
works thereof, and the traflic on the hereby demised 
railways, contained in the Acts from time to time in force 
with respect to the same, and will at all times fully and 
freely indemnify and save harmless the lessors from and 
Pou all penalties, forfeitures, losses, damages, costs, 
charges and expenses, claims and demands whatsoever in 
any way occasioned or incurred by or by reason of any 
act or default of the lessees or any of their directors, 
agents, officers, or servants in relation to the man 
ment, working, user, and maintenance of the here 
demised railways and the works thereof, or any part 
thereof, or any traffic on the hereby demised railways, 
but the lessors and not the lessees shall execute all such 
additional works, if any, in and in connection with the 
hereby-demised railways and for landowners and others 6 
may from time to time be required in pursuance of those 
Acts ; nevertheless the lessees shall maintain and repair, 
according to the terms and conditions of the covenant 
ninthly herein contained, such works when executed.” 

The question we have to determine is, whether certaia 
works which from time to time have been required in con- 
nection with the railway are such additional works as this 
article intended should be provided or B ee: roe, be the 
lessors, the Staines, Wokingham, and Wokin lway. 
Company. The works have had for their object to give 
accommodation to an increasing traffic, and to enable the 
line to be worked with greater safety, and the 
admit that in the condition the line would have been 
withont them, neither the public using it would have 
reasonable accommodation, nor the South-Western Com- 





* Reported by W. H, Macwamana, Eaq., Barrister-at-Law. 
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in pursuance of any Acts, and that for that reason 
are not liable for their execution. 

“Tt is clear that the lessors are to execute all additional 
works which shall be found by the lessees to be required for 
carrying out the Acts from time to time in force containing 
provisions relating to the maintenance and management, the 
working and user of the railway, and the traffic thereon. 
Amongst such Acts is the Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 
1854, which provides tbat a railway company shall afford all 
due facilities for the traffic upon its railway, and as the 
public seem to us to be entitled under that Act at stations 
where there are many passengers to have the convenience of 
awaiting-room, and to have platforms which are not long 
qough for the traffic extended, and to have also such siding 
accommodation as that goods can be received and delivered 
without delay, we think that the works of that class satisfy 
the condition of being works required in pursuance of the 
Acts described in the article. 

But we think thisis also the case with regard to works 
which it is made indirectly incumbent on a railway company 
to provide, if it would avoid contingencies for which it 
would be held liable under statute. A company is liable for 

or damage where there is any neglect or default on its 
part, and works which are a reasonable precaution against 
aogidents; and in the absence of which negligence would be 
are in our opinion to be regarded as being required 

ance of those Acts. In connection with works 

of this kind a considerable sum is claimed for new signals 
ed for putting the block system in operation. It does 

, however, distinctly appear how far the new signals are 
in the category of additional works, and how far they are to be 

upon as merely substituted for the signals previous! 
use, and, therefore, in the nature of renewals only. 
the companies cannot agree upon this point further evidence 
will be needed ; but, subject to this question of fact, the 
geaity of being additional works required in pursuance of 
¢ “pape to us to belong to all the works which are 
ied in paragraphs 21 and 22 of the application, and 


tither for the safety or for the accommodation of the public. 
By the Act of 1853 there was to be a first-class station at 
_ according to plans eng tog by the Commissioners 
oods, but as far as the lease is concerned the duty of 

the lessors in regard to that station in no way differs from 
their duty in regard to the other stations on the line, which 
is that of making them adequate to the requirements of the 


The sums expended by the lessees should be repaid to 
them by the lessors out of the half-yearly rent or rents next 
terning to them after payment of interest and dividends on 
thir debentures and preferential stock. 

On June 18 application was made to the commissioners on 
behalf of the Staines and Woking Railway Company to 
grant.a case for the opinion of a superior court. - 

Tittlkr, Q.C., and Dryden contended that the works 
«@teuted were not facilities within the meaning of the Rail- 
— Canal Traffic Act, 1854. The preamble of that 

showed that it only applied to the regulation of traffic 


Ways, and that to “afford a facility” was to afford the best 
we of existing accommodation. 
P.M. White, Q.O., and Arbuthnot contended that the 
— of the commissioners’ jurisdiction to order the con- 
jon of the works was concluded by the case of 
Caterham Railway Company v. London, Brighton, $c., 
, Company, 1C. B. N.S. 410, 
The Comausstoners delivered the following judg- 
mmt:—The railway of the Staines, Wokingham, and 
Company is leased to the South-Western 
ray Company, and a difference between the two com- 
as to whether certain works were such works as 
tleaso made the lessors liable to execute having been re- 
med to us for decision, we decided that the works 
Peticularized were of that character. From that decision 
Staines and Wokingham Company ask for permission to 
upon the question ‘Whether or not, according 
the true construction of the lease and of the Acts 
to in the 12th article or clause of the lease, 
ti in particular of the Railway Traffic Act, 1854, 
ey, the lessors, are bound to execute or pay for the works 


the lease is the identical and in substance the whole ques- 
tion upon which the parties have differed; but the 32nd 
article of the lease provides that in every case in which 
any difference arises between the lessors and lessees touch- 
ing the true intent or construction of the lease, such 
difference shall be referred to and determined by arbitra- 
tion, and it appears to us that the parties having agreed 
to refer to arbitration disputes as to the true meaning of 
their lease, it would be inexpedient to set aside that mode 
of settlement, especially after we have given our decision 
as arbitrators under the Act of 1873. And as regards the 
rest of the proposed question, it is to be observed that we 
had tot to consider whether, according to the true con- 
struction of certain Acts, the lessors were bound to execute 
or pay for the works, but whether the works could be 
deemed to be required in pursuance of such Acts. The 
question whether the works were so required, that is, were 
rendered requisite in consequence of such Acts, and were 
in furtherance of their objects, was quite s separate ques- 
tion under the lease from the determination of the party 
upon whom the obligation to execute works was cast, and 
as soon as we were satisfied that the works were in fact 
required, what we had further to determine depended upon 
the construction of the lease, a matter with which we have 
already dealt. 

We do not think it fit under these circumstances to grant 
the application for a case. 

Solicitor for the South-Western Railway Company, 
M. H. Hall. 

Solicitor for the Staines and Woking Railway Company, 
8. F. Noyes. 








Court Papers. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATORE. 


Rota oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Court or Mister or THs 
Date. gf tcociny Banas. V.C. Matrys. 
Monday, Nov. 19Mr. Ward Mr.Clowes Mr. Farrer 
Tuesday ...... 20 | Pemberton Koe King 
Wednesday..., 21 Ward Clowes Farrer 
Thursday .... 22 Pemberton Keo King 
Friday ...... 23 Ward Clowes Farrer 
Saturday .... 24 Pemberton Koe King 


V.0.Bacox. V.C. Hats. boi « nities 
Monday, Nov. 19Mr. Leach Mr. Holdship Mr. Milne 
20 Teesdale 


Tuesday ...... Latham Merivale 
Wednesday.... 21 Leach Holdship Milne 
Thursday .... 22 Latham Teesdale Merivale 
Friday .e.0.. 23 Leach Holdship Milne 
Saturday. eeere 24 Latham Teesdale Merivale 





MIDDLESEX—MICHAELMAS SITTINGS, 1877. 
List oF AcTIONS FOR TRIAL. 
(Continued from page 38.) 
Q B 402 Gilson (J C Mould) v London & St Katharise Docks 
Cc con) SJ 


0 a 
QB 403 Stevenson (R Furber) v Wyman (Morgan & G) 
Q B 404 King (J W Heritage) v Davies (Ingledew, Ince & G) 
B 405 Lacey (Tilley & S) v Cox (G Reader 
406 Ashwin (S G Ashwin) v Poole & ors (Rickards & W) 
B 407 Field (C V Field) v Smalley (Barton & P) 
B 408 Metrop Ry Co (Burchells) vy Vines (W W Wright) 
B 409 Steele & anr (J H Kays) v Fisher (W T Bo: ) 
P 410 Lowless & ors (Lowless & Co) v Grove (Elmslie & Co) 
P 411 Williamson (J Mote) v Thomson Cwah & & Co) 
x 412 Dohoo (NC ri nt v Bosworth (Nash & F) 
4 
4 


an 


BQQfPLO BO 


QB 413 Wood (C B Clay v A Robson (Thomson, L & C 

Q B 414 Wood (Same) v J W Robs .n eng 

QB 415 Bonnar (A R Steele) v Reid (Price & S) 

QB 416 — (Lattey & H) v Leah (Walter, Moojen, & 

QB 417 Clarke (C M Roche) v Grieve (Janson, Cobb, & P) 

QB 418 Mayor, &o, of London (T J Nelson) v Low & ant 
8s wendohar ; M Hawkins) SJ 

CP 419 Hhewy (Watson, Sone, & R) v Sidebotham (# 
) 

Ex 420 Hamlya (H W Lindus) v Hawkins (C Williams) 

C P 421 Gower G P May) v Malpass (Rhodes & Son 

QB 422 Ruthe , Drury, & Co (Nash & F) ¥ Gua 





 muraat Wharves Co, limd (Janson, Cobb, 
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C P 423 Smith (Ashurst, M, & Co) v Doering (Eardley, Holt, 


& Co 
QB 424 Frome (A F Bradley) v Buist (Deane, C, & Co) 
Ex 425 Tolme (J B Batten) v Whitby, Redcar, & Middles- 
borough Union Railway Co (Tilleard & Co) 
QB 426 Barnett (J R MacArthur) v Usill (Carr, F, & C) 
CP 427 -_ trading, &c (Patey & W) v Stacey (J E Lick- 
fo) 


QB 428 Heath (Senior, A, & J) v Gordon (Lowless & Co) 
Ex 429 Howard (Norris, A, & C) v Thompson & ors (Torr & 


Co) 
QB 430 Peake & ors (Walker, M, & Cv) v Harrison (G 


Arnuld) SJ 
QB 431 Same (Same) v Same (Same) SJ 
rcourt) v Bowater & ors (Parkin & P) 


QB 432 a (c 

Ex 433 Sadler (Cottman & C) v Lyons (Kisch, Son & H) 

Ex 434 Flood (J Welman) v Sawyer (T H Bartlett) 

C P 435 Herper & ors (In Person) vy Moore (C H penal 

CP 436 Fyre. | & anr (T Baddeley & Sons) v Brockelbank 
(Kiseb, Son & H) 

Ex 437 Goodfellow (T Durant) v Elliott (A G Ditton) 

Ex 438 Thornes, trading, &c (Blake & Snow) v Smale (C F 

0 


v Oxlade (Wilkinson & H) 
P Thomas) v Ozle (Lewis & —? 
B 441 Turner (E M Chubb) v London & St Katharine 
Co (W M Hacon) SJ ; 
P 442 Smith (F S Herbert) v Henley (T W Parkes) 
B 443 Lilly (W J C Wa'ler) v Tricbner (J T Pullen) 
Ex 444 Rudeforth (EK W Owles) v Gen Steam Navigation Co 


(W Batham) 
Ex 445 Church (Same) v London Tramways Co limd (H C 
Godfray) SJ 


y 
Ex 446 Lee & anr (Halse, T & Co) v Hare (Wood & H) 
Ex 447 Stevenson (J J Harlow) v Taylor (C M Rochs) 
CP 448 Neele & anr (W T Elliott) vy Turner & wife (J H 


Hope) 
Ex 449 Cox (Dod & L) v Le Prince (G & H Webb) 
CP 450 Smithers (J Croft) vy Chapman (Hicklin & W) SJ 
QB 451 Jones (J Burton) vy Great Western Railway Co(R R 
Nelson) SJ 
. : 452 Leslie (G Thatcher) v Bradbury (Hicklin & W) 
QB 


oma © 


abe 


53 Wilkinson (E M Chubb) v Faulkner (T H Spiller) 

454 Green (G H K Fisher) v The Company of Proprietors 
__ of the Grand Junction Canal (Fie!d, Roscoe & Co) SJ 

QB 455 Maffey (T Edwards) v 7 (W T Elliott) 

Ex 456 Stone & anr (J Davis) v Ffrance (W A Willoughby) 

QB 457 Lamy (Lewis & Lewis) v Maggs (Simpson & C) st 

Ex 458 Tozer (A J Thomas) v Bolden (J Brunskill) 

Ex 459 Ward & ors (C Horsley) v Austin (Paiey & W) 

Ex 460 Williams (Bolton, R & B) v Greene (KK W Stacpoole) 

Ex 461 = & aor (R B Barrett) v Winters (Lumley 


CP 462 Edge & anr (Loughborough & Co) v Mutual Loan 
Fund Association (Beard & Sun) 
CP 463 Bourn (E Farman) v Hockaday (Vizard & ig 
464 De Vignole (G S & H Brandon) v Tait (Wild, B & Co) 
465 McNulty (In Person) v Bonham & Son (J Edeli) 
466 Lauder (Nash & F) v Mapp (W A Greatorex) 
467 Wrigley (A Martin) v Marehall (J Patten) 
468 Church & anr (R W Stacpoole) v Perry (Crook & 8) 
469 Michell (Parkers) v Wilson (W T Hamlin) 
470 Fuller (Ingle, Cooper & Co) v Streeter (Cole & J) 
471 Mey (Duffield & Bb) v Irvine (Layton & J 
72 sane ay”? (Nash & F) v Henry Webber & Co 
mi 
473 Bird (F Rolt) v Storey & anr (Tamplio, T & J) 
474 Cervetto (Parkers) v Silva (Kearsey, Son & Co 
475 Steenackers (Goldring & J) v Yglesias (Randall & A) 
476 D nf 7 Aig wor & Co) vy Heynemann & anr (John- 
son & Co; Elmslie & Co) 83 
477 Cameron (Shum & Co) v Gowland (Harcourt & M) 83 
att Am & Co (C & W) v Le Fevre & Co 


( 

479 Griffiths & Co & C Beaufort Tin P 

oy yt wind 0) v Beaufort Tin Plate 
Atherley (H F Needbam) v Harvey (Fresbfields & 


83 
1 Harrison (8 Smith & Sons) v Nicholls (Pearpoint & 8 
‘o B Wooler) v well g ats ‘ 
well (J J Keily) v Morton (O B Wooler) 
& ore (Bawe) v Leete & ors (E Sweeting) 
(Lowless & Co) v West (Lewis & Lewis) 8J 
(Wood & v Johnson (Vallance & V) 
T M Wilkin) v Lowe (C Mossop) 
(Gregory & Co) v Whitehead (Ridsdale & 


ee (Aldridge & hay} iro aan 
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Wh td 


RRO 


foOQ Of 
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QB 492 Kensit & aur (H C Beauchamp) v Kimpton (p 


— 

QB 493 Wolff (Digby & L) v The London & County Bank. 
ing Co (Deane, Chubb & Co) 

Ex 494 Butler (R Davies) v Benwell (C V — 

Ex 495 Hollingsworti the younger (J P ‘Poncione, jun) y 
Feast (L Barnett) ‘ 

Ex 496 Wake (H H Wells) v Carter (Allin & G) 

C P 497 Mardon (W Stollard) v Horne & anr (Horne & H) | 

QB 498 Wilson (B Hutchinson) v Rymill & anr (Keene & M) 

Ex 499 Clark (J C Button & Co) v Chambers (J H Williams) 
8J 


Ex 500 Nathan (Same) v Cohen (Harris & a 
Ex 6501 Carey (Same) v Marshall & anr (T C Russell 

QB 502 Sawbridge & anr (N Bennett) v Eggar (Wa! er & Co) 
QB 503 Lennard (Western & Sons) v Porter A) E Watkin 
CP 504 ri“ exor (Saunders, H & B) v Hammond ( 


C P 6505 Davis (H Hend) v Berry (S W Harris) 

Ex 506 Rothery & anr (C Parke) v Pounsberry & anr (P) 

507 The Scciety of Apothecaries (C J C Pridham) y 

Hamilton (W T Ricketts) 

QB 508 Apps (Webster & G) v Warren (Boyce & R) 

QB 509 Braham (Same) v Wilson (W T Ricket's) 

CP 510 Reed (W Philp) v Burrows (G H Oliver) 

CP 6511 Edwards & anr (T K Edwards & Son) v Clarke (GJ 
& P Vanderpump) 

Ex 512 Mason & ors (Bridges, S & Co) v The Vestry of & 
George, Hanover-square (Capron, D & Co) 

QB 513 Lilly & ora (Aldridge & T) v Fuller nave & y} 

Ex 614 Webb (Brookebank & G) v Cardwell (Wheatcroft £D) 

Q B 515 De Rodes (Bolton & Co) v Waine (Blake & S) 8J 

Ex 6516 Seale (Dod & L) v Rouse (R J Pead) 

QB 517 Dodson (W Haigh, jun) v Ker & ors (Paule & Co 

QB 518 Strode & ors (Same) v Tidy & anr (Tidy & Co; Weed 


& White) 
QB 519 Ashton (C & R Preston) v Teague (Spyer & Son) 
C P 520 Blake (J Robinson) v The Albion Life Assurangg 
Society (J C Campbell) 
C P 521 Woodrow (Same) v Same (Same) 
Ex 522 Schloesser (W Gresham & D) v Brunell oe Cattlin) 
Ex 523 Abrahmson (C — v ay eng ( 
QB 524 Provand (Lindo & Co) v Langton & anr (J E For 


& Co) 

Q B 625 Alabaster (G Brown) v Rogers (Ingle, C & H) 

QjB 526 Garrett (Pike & Son) v Kirk & ors (E Hughes; 
Nicholson & A) 

QB 527 Nevill (J Seiwia) v Mensley & anr (W G Morris) 

C P 528 Notman (S Price) v Mostyn (I G Everill) 

Ex 529 Watson (J P Poncione, jun) v Day & ors (L D Lewis) 

Q B 530 Reeves (F Kent) v Johnson (A R Steele 

QB 531 Hayward (A R Steele) v Butler (E Doyle) 

QB 532 noes Chapman) v Baker (Young, J, & B) 

C P 533 Saure (Lewis & W) v Burgess (Bolton & Co) 

Ex 534 London & Westminster Loan & Discount Uo, limi 
GJ&P Cr Bodner} v Ladd (W Brewer) 

Ex 635 Pradames (R C Sydney) v The Metropolitan Ry Co 
(Burchells) SJ 

C P 536 Harrison (Piesse & Son) v Gain (Paterson, S, & B) 

CP 637 MeDouga (Cordwell & 8) v Shephard (In Person) 
8 

Ex 638 Davis (Pitman & L) v Corey (Guillaume & Sons) 

QB 539 Bucknall (Wansey & B) v Morris (J Hudson) 

Q B 540 Gispert (Same) v Sansom (Emmett & Son) 

QB 541 Warschawski (Kingsford, D, & K) v The Great 
Northern Ry Co (Barr, N, & B) 8J 

Ex 6542 Lenon (Randall & A) v Robinson oz & a 

CP 543 rises (Ashurst, M, C, & Co) v The Guaranies 
Society (T K Broe.) 

QB 644 Jobneon (Kynaston & 2 v The London Genel 
Omnibus Co (Stephens, W, & H) SJ 

Ex 645 Attorney-Gen (Hare & Fell) v Smith (Cann & Sot) 
SJ 

C P 546 Walker (Ho’per & H) v Scales (D Blenkarne) 

Ex 6547 Wood (H J Liggins) vy Cayford (Wyatt & B) 

Ex 648 Wilson (H H Poole) v Swith (Sharpe, P, P, & 8) 

QB 649 Williams & ors (R G Chi 1d) v South Haste 
Ry Co (W R Stevens) 8 

Ex 650 Cartwright (Rickards & W) v Squire & ors (Pike & 
Son 


C P 561 Pilbrow (G R Dodd, jun) v Morris (a Padmore) 

QB 562 Kent (Kent & K) v Harris (J Croft 

Ex 653 Hickmott (G J Jennings) v Rameay (R Chapman) 

Ex 664 Ottley & wife }, & Co) v London & 8 W By 
Co (W H Hall) 

Ex 556 Coz ns (Same) v Same (Same) 

Ex 566 Bowring, Arundel, & Co (Same) v Bell & aur (Lav 

Ex 


667 Btep (Fallows & B) v The Great Western By 
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CP 668 Gibsons (I ebinson) v The West of England Pa 
Ale Brewery Co, limd (E J Barker) 
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QB 569 Simpson (W Hicks) v Seathard (Stones, M, & S) 
k ie Bow (Speeatiy, &, » & Co) v Mawby (GL P Eyre & 


(P 661 Smith (E Lee) v Warner (T R Apps) 
QB 562 Goodale (J C Campbell) v Panchard (Blake & S) 
CP 663 7" (C T Foster) v Palmer & anr (Prior, B, C, & 


fowell ee een H I Sydn 
QB se a Dury & Bocaton? Tin Plate Co 


566 wrod "itt i ersten 
$7 Gabel Mt J Pike) v The South Eaasoen Ry Co (WR 
tevens 
668 Smith en ¥ Brewer) v Kell G Coll 
569 Parker (Dighy & 3) v The wh Besta BR: 
2 ren, SJ 
570 Barrett 9% & 8) v Rock (Tucker, N, & ey 
671 ac A Harris) v Smith (R G Chipperfield) 
ulton & Sons) v Raven (J Raven & b 

ench (Pownall, Son, C, & 


K) 
674 Cullum (Same) v Frankish (Frankish & B) 
675 The Floating Swimming Baths Co, limd (Same) v 
Cameron (Houghtons & B) 
576 Westrip (B Hutchinson) v Wood (T R Apps) 
577 Matthews (Denton, H, & B) v Francis (Jones & H) 
678 Fleck (J Bowen Ma v Lloyd (J Whitehouse) 
679 Holt (Shaw & T) v all (Clarke, W, & R) 
poo (F T Girdwood) v Allison Brighten & P) 
—. ton & ors (Greig & M) v Hughes Sem) 
Gra) & ors (J Graham) v Murrietta sion B, & 


2a 2 
Se atl 


e2Qc2em E|eo C2 


2E2 222 


ESE 


ite 0 P Biggenden) v Turner (R Jones & se 4 
Muntor & M) v Stonehewer (Wedlake & L) 
asec (T Guscotte) v Halladay Geseer & & B) 
686 Galloway (Woolf & C) v Fletcher (Hooper & eo) 

587 Yardley (M Scott & Baker) v Sone (Noon & 

688 Brown Me a Parnell) v London Tramways Co. limd 


(H C Godfray) 

QB 689 Sovkic & ry anr (G S Warmington) v Haynes, trading, 
&e (F page I 

Chy 690 Chapman (T Kipping) v Clark (J B Churchill) SJ 

kk 691 aaeas (J W Jubber) v Chenhall (Buchanan & R) 

Bx 692 Pewtress (Layton & J) v N ee (J W Sykes) 

Bx 593 Same (Same) v Same (J Hill) 2nd Action 

CP 594 O’Brien (Kisch, Son, & H) v London Gen Omnibus 
Co (Stevens, W, & a 

Ix 695 The London & North Western Ry Co (RF Roberts) v 
Alexander (F A Brabant) SJ 

CP 696 Lamare (Linklater & Co) v os Lenten & St Kath- 
arine Nocks Co al acon) 

CP 697 —_ (J P Collins) v The North Metropolitan Tram- 

ways Co (H C Godfray) SJ 
CP §98 Pea (Kisch, Son, & H) v Martin (Haynes & 


ik 699 Martin & anr (G T Porter) v Wood (Watson, Son, & 


QB 600 The Trimsaran es Iron, & Steel Co, limd (Carr, 
Bannister, & Cv) v Baker (Prior, B, & Cv) 
CP 601 Eeyley & avr ( "A &HE Farnfield) v E Burke 
Reeves & Co (E H Biggen 
CP 602 Mill Ma * Edwards & Son i ml & anr (Layton, 
R; Clapham & F) S. 
Ir 603 Clements (H Avis) v Coupland (Harcourt & 
McArthur) 
kk 604 Witt (F W Jevnings) v Hill (Wilkins, B, & ¥) 
605 Musgrave (J V Musgrave) v ans R Charl e8) 
606 Leahy (Barker & E) v Emanuel (A Leslie) 
CP 607 yuiiee (T & G Smith) v May (Buchanan ¢ R) 
QB 608 x ow os — & D) v General Steam Navigation 
0 


Qy 609 Dressel Wi yey v Tho Rhenish Westphalian Lloyd 


QB 610 ee Queen » (Clete & C) v Truelove Ti E rag y's 
611 — oi ecg a v Sand att & Sea) e, ‘IT ) 
{bela Wrigh fara) v Sm iN (Carritt & 
618 Burdus Lawky v Boughton & anr Pecos & Sons) 
CP 614 lon go J Kempster) v D’Humy (Paddison, Son, 
D'Humy Paddison, Son, & T) v Lang- 
£1) (J } dba Cons ao 
CP 615 Bendry (Cope & Co) v Wheoler & wife (Vizard & 


CP 16 Ciorke & Co 2, (oes vs & De P) v Denner & Co 


ante 
817 Mapstone (Dui gs W EB Doyle & Sons 
tha oly ‘ashi Y's oe Spalding & = 


ROSE 
= 


C& 
a2 a €19 Patok (J Best) v -- (J Wateon ateon) 
Baverga ow Ke North Metopeiten ways Co 


(aca 
he Japware (J Bele) v Mellin (8 § Seal) 
Gogay (A C Scholes) v Tilling (Hicklin & W) 





Ex 623 Stone & Co (E West) v Michael (Wilkinson & H) 

Ex 624 Dewar (W F Neave) v Jones (R K Bartlett) 

CP 625 Greayer (J T A Patrick) v Halsey 4 Seoles) 

Ex 626 Houseman (Jackson & E) v Dobé (E Maniere) 

QB 627 Stevens & — (J C Mould) v “—< Metropolitan 
Tramwa: pany (H C Godfray) SJ 

Ex 628 Brown ( WA Gresires) v Cobb & ors (@ M Cham- 
berlain ; A T Cox 

Ex 629 Mark (J R Bailey v Middleton, Son & Co (Tilleard, 


QB 630 Maclean, ae P & B) v Gascoigne 
‘0 
QB 6381 Sire & anr (RM & F Lowe) v Betts (Whittington 


& Son) 
CP 632 —- (G E Carpenter) v Barrett (Wontner & 


QB 633 Benjamin (J Frost) v Litten (F A jon) 

Ex 634 Beowden. (Rye & Eyre) v Crook (W E Goatly) 

QB 635 Tre Have &F) B H Fisher) v Earl of Northbrook & 
are 

636 Behe £ Hare, P bth. v Buckley (Walters, Y & Co’ 

(HP: Goodwin (Prior & Co) Ist Action’ 

Besse (wD Sx a (Same) 2nd Action 

Hyde (W D cr a v Lyons (Lewis & Lewis) 

Benjamin (J Frost) v Jones (H T 

at Seamenl Eee E &Co)v a (Foss & L) 
642 lee & +e - an (Whites, Renard Co) v ob 
wis 

643 Mosely (F Lewty) v Baylis (G Badham) 

644 Same (Same) v Howard (P Goode 

645 The Corticine Floor Covering Co viiee, W & Co) 

v Ridley, Son & Whitley eS ills & L) § 

Ex 646 Same (Same) v Tull, Glanvill & Co, ie Treloar & Son 
bs ower & C ; Hyde & T) SJ 

Ex 647 Banks (W Stubbs) v Williams (W Maynard) 

QB 648 Fotheringham (E R Philli ips) v The Great Western 
Railway Co (R R Nelson) SJ 

Ex 649 Brown (Lewin & Co) v Newman (Newman & L) 

Ex 650 King (T M Cridge) v Russell (F S Herbert) 

Chy 651 San (Linklater & Co) v Ward & ors (Ashurst, M 


QB 652 Webb (H me v Cloud td Attenborough) 

QB 653 Curtis (Wilson & _. v Great Burstead School 
Board (Surridge & Co) SJ 

CP 654 — (Walters, Young & Co) v Tabor & anr (F L 


es) 

C P 655 Sheppard (S Price) v The Great Northern Railway 
Company (Barr, N & B) SJ 

QB 656 Gene & anr (Layton, Son & L) v Forbes (Routh 


CP 657 Panver Cooper & Cass) v Le Couteur (A Hemsley) SJ 
C P 658 Dixon (W Vant) v Seymour (J Neal) 
Ex 659 Van Velsen & Co (Clarkson & Co) v Clarke & Sona 


tse & Co) 
Ex 660 Cowell & anr (E Woodard) v Barker & aur (Hollams, 
Son & C) SJ 


Ex 661 Weber (H Ikin) v Brown | Ae, pom SJ 

Q B 662 Howton (C B Claydon) v Levy (Lewis & L) 

QB 663 See (G@ Blagden) v Maggeridge West, K, 
A 0) 

QB 664 Dawson (Shum & Co) v Yarnam (H H Wells) 

Q 3 665 Ozan (T D Dutton) v Howitt (Cronin & R) 

w B 666 The Queen (Wilde, B, M & W) v Tanfield (Lewis & L) 

SJ 


x 667 Pett (T R Apps) v Clarkson (R G =m 
P 668 Ellis (H S Smith) v Clark (Hillesrys & T) S 
x 669 ye & Co (W wae v Henderson & anr (Rooks, 


Co; C H Edmands) 
x 670 st (Randall & A) v Blessed (F Norton) 
P 671 Miller (W W Young) v Clever (H Arnold) 
B 672 Milligan (Crook & Tu, v Glaavill va Grout) 
B 673 Kirkman (Same = 
CP 674 Margary ( Son & F) + Pocditt (C Parke) 
Ex 675 Guiton (Saunders, H & aM The Jersey & Guernsey 
Telegraph Co “pees & a 
CP 676 ony (J 3 London, Chat- 
ham, & Dover a Ge § 
C P 677 Sperryn (Watson, Sons & ) v Bateon (Lewis & L) 
QB 678 E oey Lott) ¥ Temp! le (Palmer, B&F) 
4 P 679 Swith (W R Philp) ¥ Bios furd ‘S M & J B Benson) 
P 680 Tuck (Same) v Lloyd (Palmer, B & F) 
Shy 681 ‘Phe British ey Co, lima, & Noble’s ive 
Co, lima G ER -1 Boma 
Co, limd (J Sheppard) 
682 Purnell Butcher) v Reynold Stk 
683 tg R we omg ¥ Atten 
684 The Commissioners of Aconborag (Hare & r). ¥ 
Devthwate oe & Co) ST 
685 Townend (W Foster) ¥ Pursell (Berry & B) 
686 ang Ars &o (S Price) ¥ Basten (Austen De 
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THE LAW OF DISTRESS AS APPLICABLE 
TO AGRICULTURAL HOLDINGS. 


Ar a meeting of the Norfolk Chamber of Agriculture, held 
on Saturday, to discuss the subject of the ‘‘ Law of Distress 
as Applicable to Agricultural Holdings,” Mr. C. 8. Read, 
M.P., said this was a subject which had not troubled tenant 
farmers very much in England, though in Scotland they 
had taken up the matter in earnest. He had never yet 
voted for the abolition of the Scotch law of hypothec, but he 
had made up his mind to vote for that measure next year, 
and he had been led to do this in consequence of the 
debate that occurred on the Agricultural Holdings Bill in 
the House of Commons. The law of distress could not be 
otherwise than one-sided, whatever might be its practical 
results ; and as the Scotch farmers were almost unanimous 
in demanding the abolition of the law of hypothec, he 
considered it his duty to vote for it, no matter what be- 
came of the English law of distress. He might be told 
that he looked at the matter from a tenant-farmer’s point 
of view ; but it so happened that he was also a landlord, 
and in letting his land he had never for a moment con- 
sidered that the law of distress was any advantage to 
him, neither did he contemplate the remotest possi- 
bility of his putting it in force. He contended that 
rone of the Rage and well-managed estates would be 
injured by the abolition of the law of distress, and that 
where land was fairly rented the rent would not be dimin- 
ished by a single sixpence. Where the abolition of this 
law would make a difference was in the case of game farms, 
and alco in the case of those landlords who are trustees and 
must grasp at the last sixpence, as well as in the case of 
poor life tenants, who could not afford to be generous, or 
even just, or the mertgagee in possession. If these were 
the only men who would be injured, he might be sorry at 
anything unpleasant happening to them, but, at the same 
time, he should not be particularly grieved. He ad- 
mitted that it was open to discussion whether the law 
should not be seotillak oo as to give the landlords and 
tenants time to enter into new agreements, It had been 
objected that, if the law of distress were abolished, land- 
lords would demand fore-rents ; but, if they did, would 
not the tenant expect them to do what other persons did 
who demanded ready money—viz., give discount? : If the 
law of distress were abolished, the landlords would think 
twice before they let their farms to men of straw or to men 
without capital. Undoubtedly the good sense and modera- 
tion of the landlords had prevented them from exercising 
their full power under this and other laws passed in 
their favour, but, in his opinion, the time was coming 
when we could with advarttage alter, not only the law of 
distress, but many other of the land laws of this country, 
= os benefit of the owner, farmer, general public, and 
urer. 
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Railways. Paid. Closing Prices 
Stock Bristol and Exeter 100 
Stock Caledonian 100 
Btock Glasgow and South-Western ...sessrs-essorere, 100 
Bock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ssesossresseseeese| 100 
Stock Great Northern ; 400 
Stock’ D0., A Btock® ..,.,..0000+ +0000 | 100 
Stock Great Southern and Western of Ireland ...... 100 | 
Stock Great Western—Original 100 
Stock Lancashire and Yorkshire ........... enneresoveree 100 
Stock London, Brighton, and South Coast .,,......00, 100 
Stock London, ,an OF coccoeseverccceenerse | 100 
Stock London and North-W: seorereseseserereeses, 100 
Stock London and Bouth Western..,..... seseeseereveeeees| 100 
Stock Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln w.,,,.1.| 100 
Stoek Metropolitan | 100 
Stock! Do.,, District | 106 
Stock Midland 100 
Stock Morth British 100 
Stock at | 100 
Btock North London 100 
Stock North SteWorGehsre ooo.....crerrsserrereeesseeseeee 100 
Btock South Devon 100 
Btoek South-Vastern scot ensrcvebeoonegoencorese ve! 100 














* A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent, has been paid to B. 


$$ 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


3 per Cont. Consols, 963 Annuitias, April, 85, 93 
Ditto for Account, Dec. 3, 963 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
Do. 3 per Cent, Reduced, 954 Ex Bills , £1000, 23 perCt. par, 
New 3 per Cent., 954 Ditto, £500, Do, par. 

. A perCent., Jan, $4 


Do. Ditto, 2100 & £20¢, par, 

Do perCent., Jan. ’94 Bank of England Stock, — pgp 
Do. 5 per Cent. } Jan, '78 Ct. (last half-year), 257 
Annuities, Jan, 80 Ditte for Account, 





INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 


Ind.Stk.,5 per Cent., July, 80,106 ) Enf.Pr.5§ perCnt., May, 99 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto Debentures, 4 per Cent, 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Ook. 788, 10 3} April, ’64 

Ditto, ditto, Certificates — Do.Do,5 per Ceni,, Aug, 73 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4 per Cent. 81 | Do. Bonds, 4 per Cent. £1000 
2nd Enf.Pr,, 5 per C., Jan,’72 Ditto, ditto, under £1000 





It is announced that the subscription lists of the isgue of 
£1,200,000 share capital of the Metropolitan Inner Cirgl 
Completion Railway will be closed as follows :—On Saturday, 
the 17th inst., for proprietors in the Metropolitan and 
Metropolitan District Railways; on Wednesday next, the 
2ist inst., for the general public, London, and on Thursday 
next, the 22nd inst., for the country. 


— 
—— 








BIRTHS AND MARRIAGES. 





BIRTHS. 
Da.tby—Nov. 14, at Charnwood, Wimbledon, the wife of R. D, 
Dalby, barrister-at-law, of a son. r 
Dickinson—Nov. 14, at Kingsgorse House, Wimbledon, the 
wife of Samuel Dickinson, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 
Wettis—N ov. 7, at Finchley, the wife of Henry Hallifax Wells, 
solicitor, of a daughter. 
Witson—Nov. 14, at Roehampton, S.W., the wife of J, J. 
Wilson, barrister-at-law, of a son. 


MARRIAGE, 
Sconce—AYERST—Oct. 6, at St. Stephen’s Church, Dum Dan, 
Gideon Colquhoun Sconce, barrister-at-law, to Elizabeth, 
oa of the Rev. Wm. Ayerst, M.A., Vicar of Egerton, 
ent. : 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Friary, Nov. 9, 1877. 


Hobbes, Robert Hiorne, and Thomas Slatter, Stratford-upon-Ayvon, 
Warwick, solicitors. Nov 5 
Tuxspay, Nov. 13, 1877. 
Comey, Nathaniel, and Basil Arnold Dyer, Bath, Somerset, solicitors, 
ov 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies, 
Fripay, Nov. 9, 1877. 
Limirep tx CHANCERY. 

Grange Town Iron Company, Limited.—Petition for winding np, pre 
sented Nov 3, directed to be heard before the M.R. on Nor If, 
Tamplin and Co, Fenchurch st, agents for Strick and Beiliogham, 
Swanrea, solicitors for the petitioners 

Norton Iron Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented 
Nov 3, directed to be heard before the M.R. on Nov i?. Sharp and 
Co, Bedford row, agents for Ryland and Cv, Birmingham, solicitor 
for the petitioners 

Robert Beswick and Oompany, Limited.—Oreditors are required, om of 
before Nov 30, to send their names and addiesses, and the particnlan 
of their debts or claims to Philip Henry Pope, Tunscall. F 
Dec 14, at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjadicating upon 
debts and claims 

Shirland Co lieies Company, Limited.—Fry, J., has, by an ordee datet 
fon aupeiatet Joseph Fearson, Paradise sq, Sheffield, to be official 

v 


Stockton Iron Furnace Company, Limited.—Lopes, J., has, by om order 
dated Oct 19, appointed James Eddy, Stockton-on-Tees, to be offidal 
Mquidator, Creditors are r: quired, on or before Dec |, to 
names and eddresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims # 
the above. Monday, Dec 10, at 12, is appointed for hearing ad 
adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

STannwaaixs Or CORNWALL. 

Charlotte United Mines, Limited. Petition for winding up, preseatel 
Cet 31, directed to be heard before the Vice-Warden, at the Prineds 
Hall, Truro, on Friday, Nov 23, at 11, Affidavits intended to 
used at the hearing, in opposition to the petition, must be 
registrar’s office, Truro, on or before Nov 20, and notice 
murt at the same time be given to the petitioners or their solicitor 
Hodge and Oo, Truro, solicitors for the petitioners 

Bt Hematite Iron Company, Limited.— 

winding up, presented Oct 3), directed to be heard before the 
Warden, at the Prince’s Hall, Truro, on Friday, Nov 28, at 10, Al 
davits intended to be used at the hearirg, in opposition to the 





tion, must be filed at the registrar’s office, Truro, on or belore 


Nov. 17, 1877, ‘ 
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"99, and notice thereof must at the same time be given to the peti- 
tioners or their solicitors. Hodge and Co, Truro, solicitors for the 


: ners 
aeag Tuespay, Nov 13, 1877, 
LrMIrep 1s Caaxcery. 


American Bowling and Biliiard Gallieries Company, Limited.—Fry, J., 


by an order dated Aug 23, appointed George Augustus Ca 

OM Jewry, to be official liquidator. Creditors are required, on Or 

pefore Dec 7, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 

of their debts or claims to the above. Friday, Dec 21, at 11.36, is 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 
Crown Co-operative Society, ited.—The M.R. has fixed Nov 19, at 
11, at his chambers, as the time ard place for the appointment of 
an official liquidator 

Electro Stannus Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Nov 6, directed to be heard before V.C. Malias on Nov 23. 
Miller, Moorgate st, agent for Hoigson, Birmingham, solicitor for 
the petitioners 

Manchester Provident Assurance Society, Limited.—Creditors are 
required, on or-before Dec 1, to send their names and addresses, and 

the particulars of their debts or claims to Henry Threlkeld Edwards, 

Gannon st. Wednesday, Dec 12, at 12, is appointed for hearing and 

adjudicating upon debts and claims 

and General Tailoring Company, Limited.—Petition for 

winding up, p Nov 8, di to be heard before V.0. Hall, 
on Nov 23. Layton and Jaques, Ely place, Holborn, agents for 
Walker, Manchester, solicitor for the petitioner 

Norton Iron Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented 
Nov 8, directed to be heard before the M.R.onNovl7. Jarvis 
Chancery lane, agent for Hutchinson and Lucas, Darlington, solici- 
tors for the petitioners 

River Plata Lighthouse Company, Limited.—By an order made by the 
M.R., dated Nov 3, it was ordered that the above + ny be wound 
se Fever, St Pancras lane, Queen Victoria st, solicitor for the 

oner 





Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Farivar, Nov. 9, 1877. 
Hope Friendly Society, Great Easton, Essex, Nov 3 
Mechanics’ Friendly Society, Dun Cow Hotel, Blyth, Northumberland, 
Nov 3 
United Brother Friendly Benefit Society, Three Kings, Clerkenwell. 
Nov 


ee bag ed 13, 1877. 
Hereditary Friendly Society, Wesleyan Methodist Chapel, Ick - 
Eildwick, York. Nov7 : ‘i on SP 
Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Farpay, Nov. 9, 1877. 
tence, Joseph, Che'sea, Victualler. Nov 24, Tapper v Nicholls, 
.C. Malins 
Churchiil, Lord Alan Spsncer. Dec 10. Spencer Churchill y Cou’ 
v.c, Malins, Meynell, Whitehall place x spi er 
et) y anemeet, Marypert, Cumberland. Jan8. Ritson v Elliott, 
0. ns 
Bit, Thomas, Robert, King’s College road, Victualler. Decl5. Elt 
yGabb, V.C. Hall. Child, Paul’s Bakehouse court Doctors’ commons 


Gelderd, James, Aikerigg End, Westmoreland. Dec 4. MHarrisony 
Logan, V.C. Hall. risoa and Son, Kendall 

Gidings, Richard, Rednal!, Worcester, Farmer. Decll. Wright v 
Parry, p cde yo bey beng ape) 

Griffith: wi ve, West Cowes, Isic of Wight, Gent, Nov 30. 
Grifiths v Mew, v.c. Malins. Mew, Newport tw, 


Hawkins, Samuel, London road, Croydon. Dec 8. Hawkins v Lod 
V.C. Malins, Neate, Southampton st, Bloomsbury Sr 

Hetley, Henry, Winchester, Esq. Dec4. Green vy Campbell, V.C. 
Halil, Green and Moberly, Southampton 

Hooper, George, Queenhithe. Dec 1. Hooper v Hooper, V.C. Malins. 
Loxley, Cheapside 

Hutson, William Henry Lambert, Hackney road, Mantle Manufacturer. 
Dec 15. Teak v Hutson, V.C. Hall. Child, South sq, Gray’s inn 

Teed y The Oakham Collieries Company Limited, Dean y The Oakham 
Collieries Co: Dee 7. M.R. 

Williams, William, Porthcuthan, Cornwall, Farmar. Dec 4. Tom y 
Wiliams, M.R. Collins, 8t Columb 


Tvuxrspayr, Nov. 13, 1877, 


Tatham, Henry, Calcutta, East Indies, Hosier. 


Feb 12. 
Badham, M.R, Hart, Gresh 


Badham v 
am H nse, O'd Broad st 

Herts, Gent. Dec 8. Baker 
punter, V.C. Hall, “Brewer, Pincers’ Hall court, Old Broad st 


, Francis, Devonport, Grocer, Dec 8 Peat vy Allen, M.R. 


Yeon, Finch lane 
~ a Générale, de Bellegarde, Waibrook. Jan 10. Campbell v 
nm pegnie Générale de Bellegarde, Limited, V.C. Bacon 
Anne Mary, Forest road, Dalston. Dec27, Fox vy Fox, V.C. 
. Braithwaite, Terrgnerten st 
William Southall, Walsall Wood, Stafford, Brick Manufac- 
» Decl0, Webb v Jobers, V.0. Bacon. Greene, Lichfield 
, Isaac, Tardebigge, Worcester, Garduner. Dec 10, Markham 
Markham, V.C. Malins 
Elizabeth, Ann's place, Hackney road. Deo 3. Thwaites v 
ites, V C, Malins. Brighten Bishopsgate st without 
» John Duncan Campbell, Oxford, a Major-General on the 
4 List of H.M,’s Indian Army. Dec 10. V.C. Bacon. Turner, 
Alng st, Cheapside 
Creditors under 22 & 28 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim, 
Tugspay, Oct. 80, 1877. 
h, William, Parsonage, Southport, Cotton Spinner. 
ley and Son, Wigan 
Rev Robert, Ty Gwyn, Hants, Deo 1, 
» Aemp'e 


Des 1. 
Bolton and Co, Elm 









Bayliss, Charles, Shipton-under- Whychwood, Oxford, Road Surveyor, 
Dec 1. Saunders, Chipping Norton 

Botefeur, Matilda Maria Alleneora Constant, Moscow road, Bays- 
water. Nov 26. Stileman and Neate, Bloomsbury eq : 

Bugden, Wiliam Beale, Wimborne Minster, Dorsat, Gent. De: 24. 
Moore and Harvéy, Wimborne Minster 

Burnard, Harriet, Bideford, Davon. Dac 20. Searle, Crediton 

Codrington, Sir Henry John, Eaton sq, K.C.B., Adniral, R.N. Dae 
14. Bird, Southampton st, Bloomsbury sq 

Collins, Isaac, Carrington, Cheshire, Farmer. Jan 24. Ashworth 
and Inman, Manche-ter ; 

Corder, William, Cambridge park, Twickenham, Gent. Jan 1. 
Shepheard and Sons, King st, Kensington 

Crisp, George, Swaffham Prior, Cambridge, Geat. Nov 3. York, 
Newmarket 

Dennett, William Hough, Worthing, Sussex, Gent. Nov 25. Harding- 
ham, Serjeants’ inn, Chancery lane 

Geldart, Thomas Charles, Trinity Hall, University of Camb-idge, Esq, 
LL.D, Deci0. Withall and Compton, Great George st, Westmin- 


ster 
be Peter, Northwood, Corcwall, Yeoman. Nov 20. Hingston, 


Handfovd, Caroline, Gumley cottage, Crouch End. Dacll. Diggles, 
Hibernia chambers, London bridge 

Harrison, Edwin, Wylde Green, Warwick, Gent, De:1. Beale and 
Co, Birmingham 

ay mr Edward, Bristol, Master Mariner. Dec 14. Hunt and 
Co, Bristol 

Hearly, Mary, Upper Whitecross st, St}Luke’s. Nov 29, Tucker and 
Co, King st, Cheapside 

Hole, Elizabeth, Tiverton, Davon. Dec 25. Partridge, Tiverton 

Hutchings, Charles Pope, Redhill, Surrey. Decl. Sydney, Fins- 
bury circus . 


“oe William, Southsea, Plumber. Nov 26. Edgecombe and Cole, 
ants 


— Harriet, St Thomas the Apostie, Devon. Nov 26. Ford, 

xeter 

Kingsford, Harriet Louisa, Sussex st, Pimlico. Decl. Bo iton and 
Co, Elm court, Temple 

Lancashire, John, Manchester, Butcher. Jan1l. Chew and Sons, 


Manchester 
Longley, Frances, Seaton Carew, Durham. Decl. Bell, West Hartle- 


Dee 1. 


poo 

Lyne, William, Oddington, Gloucester, Gent. 
Chipping Nortoa 

Mason, Elizabeth, Aberdar», Glamorgan, S103 Dza'er. Decl. Orton 
Gery, Aberdare 

Mereweather, Henry Alworth, Bowden hil!, Wilts, Esq. Jan 324. 
Keary and Co, Chippenhan 

Murphy, Martin, Mill tane, nr Liverp»ol, Analytical Chemiat. 
Ridgway and Worsley, Warrington 

Oram, George, Birmingham, Furniture Dealer. Nov 24. Rowlands and 
Bagnal!, Birmingham 

Payton, Peter, Upper Saltley, nr Birmiagham, Brick Manafactarer. 


Nov 24. Rowlands and sagonall, Birmingham 


Saunders, 


Jaa }. 


Pierce, Danie!, Clapham road, Licensed Victualler. Nov 26. Stile- 
man and Neate, Southampton st, Bloomsbury sq 

Powers, Sophia Ann, Hermosa, South Devon. Deci. Wilkinson and 
Co, St Neots 

Poynor, Caroline, Great Wyrley, Stafford. De: 12. Marlow and 
Potser, Walsall 

Puncher, William, Croydon, Surrey, Esq. Feb 25. Crouch and 


Spencer, Queen Victoria st 
— Edwin, Mose’ey, Worcester, Gent. Jan 10. Cotterell, 
1 


Smith, James Gain, Bromley, Kent, Cattle Salesman. Nov 30. Mor- 
gan and Gilks, Furnival’s inn, Holvora 


Storer, Rey John, Hellidon, Northamptoa, Dec 15. Goodill and 
Brown, Nottingham 
Woolston, Francis, Caistor, Norfolk, Farmer. Nov 7. Cory, Great 


Yarmouth 
Farpar, Nov. 2, 1877. 


Alderson, Alfred, Eckington, nr Chesterfield, Gent. Dee 31. Alderson 
and Son, Eckington 

Bell, Richard, Manchester, Manufacturer. 
Barker, Essex st, Manchester 

Burgess, Frances, Wiggenhal!l, Norfolk. Dec |. 
Downham Market 

Burland, James, Wigan, Lancashire, Plumber. Jaal. Ackerley and 


Jan 1. Rylance and 


Reed and Wayman, 


Sn, Wigan E : Z 
Burland, Richard, Wigan, Lancashire, Manufacturing Chemist. Jaa 
1, Ackerley and Son 


Calow, John, Bolsover, Derby, Farmer. Nov i9. Black, Chester- 
field 

Cannock, George, Exeter, Devon. Nov 21. Chapple and Welch, 
Carter lane 


Card, Edward John, Clifton villas, South Lambeth, Professor of Music. 


Nov 30. wards and San, Cloak lane : 

Church, Sarah, Devonport at, Hyde pack. Dec 31, Ellis and Ellis, 
Spring gardens, Westminster 3 

Cockin, Andrew, Doncaster, Gent. Jan 1. Collinson acd Ce, 
Doncaster 

Collis, Charles, North Wootten, Dorset, Yeoman. Deo 2, Meluoth 


and Bartlett, Sherborne 
Daglish, Jchn Henry, Liverpoo!, Outfitter. Janl. Ackerley and Soa, 


Daten, Wiliam, Bootle, nr Liverpool, Gent. Decal. Keat, Liver- 
wee Robert Thornton, Eling, Hints, Bsq. Deo 15. Feotaer and 
Fall, Thomann’ Soringteld, Lancashire, Geet. Dee 21. Jeansand Co, 
Geckin Maverd, Willington, Derby, Bricklayer. Doc 24, Base and 

bere Burton-on-Trent 


Harding, James, Loughderough, Leicester, Cabinet Maker. 
Deane aud Hands, Loughdoroush 


Jaa t. 
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Hatfield, Peter, York, Corn Factor. Des 1. Holtdy, York 


Hudson, John, Marstoc-upon-Dover, Farmer. Deo 24. and 
Jennings, pon-Trent 
aghes, Thomas, Flint. Dec 1. Boydell and Co, Chester 

Jonee, Samuel Sidebotham, Denbigh, Ironmonger. Decl. Jones, 
Denbigh 

Jowett, William, Southport, Cotton Broker. Dec18. Radcliffe and 
Smith, Liverpool i 

Meredith, William, Worcester, Solicitor. Dec 1, Hall, Gray’s inn sq 

Preston, Margaret, Ellel, Lancashire. Feb1. Maxsted and Gibson, 
Lancaster 

Scammell, Aun, Singleton, Sussex. Dec $1. Perkins and Candy, 
Southampton 

Stones, William, Sheffield, Pawnbroker. Jan 1. Fretson and Son, 
Sheffield 


Whitehead, William, Little Coggeshall, Essex, Gent. Dec 25. Beau- 


mont, Great Coggeshall 
Tvuespay, Nov. 6, 1877. 


Addington, Eleanor Anne, Eaton place. Dec 12. 
Lincoln’s inn fie! 
Artis, Elizabeth, Sydney st, Chelsea. Dec 15. Cole, Church court, 


Clement’s lane 

Bans, James, Masbro’ rd, Hammersmith, Gent. Decl0. Bowker and 
Co, Bedford row 

Bugden, William Beale, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Gent. Dec 24. 
Moore and Harvey, Wimborne Minster 

Caine, Nathaniel, Broom hill, Broughton-in-Furness, Esq. Dec 1. Gill 
and Archer, Liverpool 

Dewhurst, Benjamin, Tottington Lower End, Lancashire, Farmer. 
Novy 29. Grundy and Co, Bu 

i Dec 13. Fletcher, 


ry 
avenham, Provision Dealer. 

Dudgeon, Alexander, jun, Stock Orchard villas, Holloway, Gent. Dec 
5. Cattarns and Co, Mark lane 

Freeman, Edward Arthur, Shorthampton, Oxford, Farmer. Dec 31. 
Hobbes and Slatter, Stratford-upon-Avon 

Golton, Robert Tubbs, Bournemouth, Bailder. Dec 1. 
Sov, Bournemouth 

Gomonde, Charles John, Bath, Esq. Dec 5. Williams, Bath 

Hawkins, John Heywood, Bignor park, Sussex, Esq. Dec 31. Nicholl 
and Co, Howard st, Strand 

Jarvis, Charles, Osborn st, Whitechapel, Rag Merchant. Dec 10. 
Mitchell, Great Prescot st, Whitechapel 

Jaques, James Archibald, Tottenham, India Rubber Manufacturer. 
Dec 15. Kimber ané Co, Lombard st 

—- Sarah, Hinton Charterhouse, Somerset. Dec 5. Williams, 

at 
Langhorn, Joseph, Curry-Rivell, Somerset, Gent. Dec 15. Jackson 


and Ellen, Chancery lane 
igan, John, Forton, Southampton, Railway Agent. Dec 15. 


dell, Ryde, I.W. 
Dec 8. Horne and Engall, Staines 


Wynne and Son, 


Lacey and 


Far- 


Mole, Henry, St ines, Builder. 

ty Lewin Francis, Lient H.M.’s Navy. Dec 12. Ommanney, 

Penlington, William, Willington, Flint, Farmer. Dec 10. 

Reimer, Carl Hermann, Kingston-upon-Hul!, Merchant. Dec 31. Eng - 
land and Co, Hull 


‘olk st, Strand 
Pugh, 
Wrexham 
Ridgway, John, Ashley, Farmer. Nov 26. Nicholls and Co, Altrin- 
c 


Riley, George, ~ + eget amemaancatned Che:hire, Gardener, Jan 22, 
* ic 

Rogers, Louisa, Redland, Bristol. Dee 31. Jacques, Bristol 

Sillett, Robert, Fak: ham, Wine Merchant. Jan 1. Bailey, Norwich 

Spencer, George, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Nov 30, Dowson 
and Wright, Nottingham 

Tebbutt, Catherine Casserton, Grove place, Brompton. Dec 5. 
Greenfield, Abcharch Jane 





— John, Camborne, Cornwall, Mine Agent. Dec 1. Daniell, 

amborn3 

Wilton, George, Greenfield, Bridgwater, Gent. Dec 1. Carslake and 
Barbour, Bridgwater 

Winstanley, William, Bootie, Furniture Broker. Dec 8, Bartley, 
Liverpool 

Farivar, Nov. 9, 1877, 

Bailey, Helen, Canterbury road, Kiburn. Dec 18. Surr and Co, 

Abcharch !ane 


Broom, George, Llanelly, Carmarthen, Chemist. Dec 1. Johnson and 
tead, Lianelly 
Brown, Michael, Whittington villas, Holloway, Retired Builder. Dec 
Baines, Wiliam Barto Litton. Haydon ball, Mort 
ulxer, Willian ytton. Haydon orfolk. > ° 
Fie'd and Co, Lincoln's inn fislde, : A eg es. 
Barkitt, Rev William, Leeds. Nov 30. Beale and Co, Maidstone 
bo A Oharies, Parieigh, Essex, Gent. Dec 21. Digby and Evans, 
r) 


Derby, Peter, Northampton, G-nt. Feb 9. Shoosmith, Northampton 
son, Jvhn Edward, Ashford, Gent. Jan 3. Marratt, Staines 
Hints, Stafford, k-q. Dee 24. Maples and Co, Pred- 


er, John, 
erick’s served Old Jewry 
Foulkes, Peter Jones, Liverpool, Merchant. Jan 10, Fisher and Son, 


Liverpool 
Coe Sen, Mirvan road, Brixton. Dec 22, Titt, Old Jewry 
Greatorex, Jeremiah, Albermanbury, Kaq, Dee 15. Janson and Co, 
Haldane y Race vo Thistle B Eeq. Dee7, O 
¥ grove, Brom ° ‘ 

oa vioee ave, pton, arr and 
Hayerficld, Henry David, Lynco nde, Bath t. Deel, 

pa +3 7 - LY 9 ,» Gen ec 1 Stevens 


Ingold, James, Lagware, License’ Victualler. Dec7. May, Golden 
—, Rev Richard Hunt, Obaplain, Royal Hospital, Chelsea, 


#4, & James's 
urker and Lake, Serie st, Lincoln's inn ~ 





York, Coal Master, Jani; 
Dac 15, 


Law, William Beevers, Wath-upon-Dearne, 
Nicholson aniCo, Wath nr Rotherham 
Leake, Ralph Abercrombie, Manchester, Esq. 
Gracie, Manchester 

Lolley, Ann, Leeds, Jan 21. Ware, York 

Mathews, Sarah, Rupert rd, Holloway. Dec 14. Lickorish, Walbrook 

Meryon, Charles Lewis, Grove, Hammersmith, Doctor of Physic. Deg 
24, Pattison and Co, Queen Victoria st 

Moore, Jobn, Devizes, Gent. Jan 6. Smith, Andover 

Moren, Joseph, Marden. Kent, Farmer. Decl. Hinds, Gondhurst 

Mullings, Richard, Stratton, Gloucester, Gest. Dec 24. Mullings ana 
Co, Cirencester 

Peers, Daniel, Heywood, Lancashire, Beerse'ler. Nov 26. Grundy, 
and Co, Manchester 

Richards, George Wevell, Danvers street, Chelsea. Jan 5. Wrentmore, 
Chancery lane 

Robinson, Elizabeth Bowman, Newcastle-upon-Tyna. Nov 20. Swan 
and Arnott, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Sharpe, Edmund, Scotforth, Lancashire, Esq, M.A. Jan3l. Watking 
and Son. Bolton 

Smitn, Elizabeth, Brighton. Jan7. Bailey and Co, Berners st 


Peacock ani 


Theakstone, Robert, Seatorth, Lancashire, Esq. Janl0. Fisher and 
Son, Liverpool 

Thomas, Louisa Ann, Blackheath, Kent. Dec 14. Francis and Co, 
Austin Friars 


Trayler, James Cooper, West Wickham, Cambridge, Innkeeper. Feb 
5. Thurgood, Saffron Walden 

Tytherleigh, James, Kempsford, Gloucester, Grocer. Dec 20, Kinneir 
and Tombs, Swindon : 

Wilson, Edward, Dean’s yard, Westminster, Civil Enginesr. Jan 7, 
Pidcock and Sons, Foregate st, W: t 

Wood, James Cowsin, Normanton, Nottingham, Farmer. Jail. Kirk. 
land, Southwell 

Walker, Ellen, Boston Spa, York. Dec10. D:bb, Leeds 

Young, Thomas Pettis, Milner sq, Islington, Merchant’s Clerk. Jan 1, 
Lickorish, Walbrook 


Torspay, Nov. 13, 1877. 


Armitage. Rev Edward Henry, Lewss, Sussex. 
Dempster, Brighton 

Arthur, Thomas, Holywell st, Strand, Bookseller. Deo 12. Rye and 
Eyre, Golden °q 

Barnes, Thomas, Broughton-under-the-Bleam, Kent, Irdnmonger, 
Jan 12. Johnson, Faversham 

Bickerton, John, Hants, Engineer. Dec6. Shutte, Southampton 

Bourne, Lawson William, Wylde Green, Birminghan, Wholesale 
Grocer. Dec25. Mathews and Smith, Birminghim 

Brining, John, Rev. Sheffield. Dec 19. Ibbotson, Sheffield 

oa Samuel, North Shields, Razor Smith. Deo t0. Ibbotson, Shef- 

e 





Dec 20. Wonts and 


Bumpus, Jemima, Northampton. Jan 10. Dennis and Faulkner, 
Northampton 
Chiosso. Harriet, Norfolk terrace, Bayswater, Teacher of Gymnastics, 


Dec 29. Meynell, Castle st, Holborn 


Cooper, Thomas, Dancan terrace, Hackney, Stationer. Dec 15. Rae, 
South eq, Gray’s inn 
Creed. Henry , Warrington crescert, Maida hill, Esq. Dec 24, Wynn 


and Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Dealtry, Frances, Bryanston sq. 
S:rand 
Elgar, Charles Charman, Fengates, Reigate, Gent. 
Ford, A'tred, Sheffield, Schoolmaster. Dec 10. 
Fershaw, William, St Helen’s, Lancashire, Printer. 
St Helen’s 
Freeling, Mary Martha, Canterbury. 
Lincoln’sinn fields 
Fuller, Benjamin, Buckland, Dover, Saddler. Jan 1. 
Griffin, William Henry, Birmingham, Solicitor. Doc 25, 
Co, Birmingham 


Janl. Barlow and Co, Essex st, 
Dec 10. Morrison 
Ibbotson, Sheffield 
Dec 31. Riley, 
Crowder and Co, 


Claris, Dover 
Barlow and 


Jan 31, 


9 Edward, Mortlock gardens, Peckham, Gent. Jan 1, Godden, 
me st 
Hayton, Thomas, Wray-with-Botton, Lancashire, Farmer. Dee 2. 


Thomson and Wi'son, Kendal 


Henriques, Isabel, Leonard place, Kensington. Dec 20, Neal, Limest 
Johnson, John Foster, Enderby, Leicester, Gent. Jan 8. Miles and 09, 


Leicester 
King, Jane Anne, Cosham, Hants. Nov 28. King, Portsea 
“ Painswick, Gloucester. March 25. Winterbotham, 
trou 
Lewis, Henry, Ebley, Gloueester. Dec 2l. Phipps and Witchell, 
inscross , 


Lolley, Anu, Leeds, Jan2\. Ware, York 

Lunt, George, Eccleston, Lancashire, Tailor. Dec $1. Riley, St Helen's 

Muter, Frances, South st, Manchester eq. Dee 15. ‘Tucker and 09, 
King st, Cheapside 

Pescock, Mark, Kingsland rd, Dalston, Tobacco Manufacturer, Deo 
4, ith and Son, Furnival’s inn 

Povey, saat, Sage, Cheshire, Shoemaker. Jan 1. Boydell 
and On 

Roberts, Joseph, Truro, Cornwall, Esq. Dec 7, Smith and Paul, Traro 

Sams, e, South Lambeth, Surrey, Licensed Victualler. Des 25. 
Underwood, Holles st, Cavendish . 4 

Cee John James, Saint Faith, Hants, Esq. Dee 8. Williams 


a , Lincoln’s inn 
Veek, monerd, Sunderland, Durham, Gent. Jan 1. Ranson and Nel 


Baokrupts. 
Faipay, Nov, 9, 1677. 
Under the Bankruptoy Act, 1869, 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in the Country, 


Astiey, Thomas Walmsley, Liverpool, out of business, Pet Nov 6} 
Cooper. Liverpoo!, Nov 21 at 11.30 
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Bollis, Thomas, Coggs, Oxford, Farmer. Pet Nov 6. Bishop. Oxford, 
Nov 26 at 12 ’ 
Mair, Matthew James, Southampton, Linen Draper. Pet Nov 5. Daw, 
jan, Southampton, Nov 22 at 2 ° 
Tuespay, Nov. 13, 1877. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
Seis Siena, oak oer ra Van Camp, Station te 
. Jean wal an Camp, ion terrace, 
Vetipura rise, Builders. Pet Nov 8 Murray. Nov 28 at 12 
‘ To Surrender in the Country. 
Baskcomb, George H ,Chislehurst, Pet Nov 5. 
don, Nov 26 at 2 
Bentley, Thomas Hyett, Kents Bank, Lancashire, out ofbusiness. Pet 
Nov 5. Postlethwaite. Ulverston, Nov 23 at | 
Brown, Charles, Bro.ton, York, Cabinet Maker, Pet Nov9. Crosby. 
Stoezton-on-Tees, Nov 29 at 3 
Gohen, Moses Jonah, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Jeweller. Pet Nov 7. 
Mortimer. Newcastle, Nov 20 at i1 
, Charles, jun, Cardiff, Tobacconist. Pot Nov 7. 
, Nov 26 at 11 > 
Kennedy, Nigel, Richmond, Surrey, Pet Nov 9. Willoughby. Wands- 
worth, Nov 27 at 11 
Moody, J, Portsmouth, Coal Merchant, Pet Nov 5. Howard. 
Portsmouth, Dec 6 at 12 ? 
Roose, Jonas, Kingston-upon-Hull, Ship Chandler, Pet Nov 9. Rollit. 
Kingston-upon-Hull, Nov 28 at 12 
Waldy, Henry Temple, Teddington, Gent. Pet Nov 8. Bell. 
Pet Nov 10, Young. 


Rowland. Croy- 


Langley. 


Kingston, Nov 29 a: 3 
Whitting, William, St Leonard’s-on-Sea, Gent. 
Hastings, Nov 24 at 12 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Nov. 9, 1877. 
Baker, Alfred, Customs;House, Thames st. Nov 3 
ToEspay, Nov. 13, '877. 
Mentrop,S and Siegfried Simon, Winchester court, Monkwell st, 
Merchants. Oct 17 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Frivay, Nov. 9, 1877. 

Adams, James, Clarendon rd, Notting hill, Boot Maker. Nov 27 at 
3.80 at offices of Minton aid Oo, Carey lane, General Post Office. 
Reeve, Carey lane 

Ade, Stephen Richard, Brighton, Dealer in Papar Hangings. Nov 26 
at 2at offices of Cockburn, Duke st, Brighton 

Andrews, Samuel, and James Hall, King’s Norton, Worcester, 
Cabinet Maker. Nov 22 at 3 at offices of Buller and Bickley, Ben- 
nett’s hill, Birmingham 

Amstrong, Herman John, West India Dock rd, Poplar, Bross 
Worker. Nov 21 at 2 at cffices of Stones and Co, Finsbury circus 

Amold, Harry Shaw, Cwmavon, Glamorgan, Chemist, Nov 23 at 3 at 
efices of Tennant and Jones, Aberavun : 

Bailey, Thomas, Nottingham, Shoe Manufacturer. Nov 26 at 11.30 at 
¢fices of Towle and Co, Low pavement, Nottingham 

Baker, Charles Bryer, Fleet st, Restaurant Keeper. Nov 21 at 3 at 
offices of Denton and Co, Gray’sinn sq 

Barber, Charles, Mincing lane, Golonial Broker. Nov 22 at 12 at offices 
of Crump and Son, Philpot lane 

Bulow, George, Swinton, York, Tailor. Nov 21 at 2 at offices of 
Nicholson and Co, Wath-upon-Dearne 

, John, Lantobie, Durham, Watchmaker. Nov 23 at 2 at offices 
of Welford and Son, Middle st, Consett 

Beddows, Henry, Bolton, out of business. Nov 21 at 3 at offices of 
Dowling, Wood st, Bolton 

Bowers, Richard Woodyatt, Worcester, Licensed Victurller. Nov 23 
at 1] at offices of Corbett, Avenue House, The Cross, Worcester 

Brizendale, John, Chorley, Lancashire, Tailor. Nov 21 at 12 at office s 
of Morris, Town Hall chambers, Chorley} 

Brisker, Anthony, Hoxton st, Match Manufacturer. Nov 22 at3 at 


Nov 24 at4dat 


Nov 


Aa 


RABY 


1] 


of Taylor and Jaques, South st, Finsbury sq 
Brown, John, Bishopsgate si within, Tubacconist. 
at offices of Noon and Olarke, Blomfield st 
Baniett, Edward, Thrapston, Northampton, Timber Merchant. 
29 at 2 at offices of Layton and Co, Budge row, Cannon st 
Gilvert, Barnard, Huddersfield, Colour Merchant. Nov 22 at 3 at offices 
of Welsh, Queen st, Huddersfield 
Cutiton, Stephen, Darlington, Coachbuilder. Nov 23 at 3 at the 
elyan Hotel, Grange rd, Darling on. Clayhills 
Ceatle, Ebenezer, Birmingham, Kiectro Pla‘e Manufacturer, Nov 
$9 11 at offices of Taylor, Colmore row, Birmingham 
» Joseph. Holbeck, Leeds, Grocer. Nov 2i at 2 at offices of 
land Pickard, Albion at, Leeds. Tennant, Leeds 
Thomas, Barnard Castle, Durham, Innkeaper. Nov 15 at 3 at 
Witham Testimonial, Barnari Castle, Watson, Barnard 
William Boraston, Droitwich, Worcester, Licensed Victualler, 
21 at 11 at offices of Knott, Foregate st, Worcester 
Williaw, Manchester, Tailor, Nov 22 at 2 at the Mitre Hotel, 
d, Manchester. Horner and Sn, Manchester 
» Thomas Charles, Westbromwich, Stafford, Carpenter. 
at 11 at offices <f Stratton and Rudiand, Queen st, Wolver- 
» William, Pradford, Coachbul'der, Nov 21 at 1) at officesof 
&nd Robinson, Charles st, Bradford 
Edward, Belmont, Hereford, Farmer, Nov 22 at 10.20 at offices 
Corner, High Town, Hereford 
artes, Oat lane, No»le st, Umbrella Manufacturer, Nov 20 
tit at the Gannou st totel, Cannon st. Philp, Radge row 
Bae, Moses, Rowley Regis, St: fford, Publican, Nov 2t at 12 at 8, 
St, Brierley Hill. Homor, Brierley Hill 
et muel, Birmingham, Beer Kngine Manufacturer. Nov 17 at 
5 at offices of Kast, Eldon cham re, Cherry st, Birmirebam 
rie Barvsley, Ironstone Miner, Nov 21 at 11 at offices 


Senior, Rege.t at, Bariale i 
vh, John, Coeda, Lithographer, Nov 17 at 12 at offices of 
Upper Fountaine at, Leeds 





Filbee, Walter William, Tivetshall 8t Margaret, Norfolk, Coal Mer- 
chant. Nov 26 at 3 at offices of Atkinson, Post Office st, Norwich 

Foohig, John, Narberth, Pembroke, Licensed Victualler. Nov 21 at li 
at offices of Lascelles, Narberth 

Freeman, William, Great Grimsby, Furniture Dealer. Nov 22 at 11 at 
eee of Grange and Wintringham, St Mary’s chambers, Great 

rimsby 

Ganney, Edward, Ann st, Mile End, Cab Proprietor. Nov 24 at 11 at 
the Crown Tavern, Old Ford rd. Hicks, Grove rd, Victoria park 

George, Johnson, Newc:stle-upon-Tyne, Ale Merchant. Nov 19 at3 
at offices of Macdonald, Mosley st, Newcastle-upon- 

German, Robert, Bradford, Basket Maker. Nov 21 at 11 at offices of 
Rhodes, Kirkgate, Bradford _ 

Gibson, George, and John Maude, Keighley, York, Worsted Spinners. 
Nov 20 at 2 at offices of Rawson and Co, Piccadilly, Bradford. Wright 
and Waterworth, Keighley 

Gledhill, James Tedswel!, Rushmore rd, Clapton, Warehouseman. Nov 
20 at 2 at offices of Emmott, Budge row 

Gledhill, William, Bradford, Fruit jSilesman. Nov 23 at 1! at offices 
of Cox, Wellington chambers, Bradford 

Goldstein, Jacob, and Avraham Goldstein, Kingston-upon-Hautl, Fur- 
niture Menufactarers. Nov 21 at 12 at offizes of Cross, Pacliameat 
st, Kingston-upon-Hall 

Green, Peter, Chesterfield, Derby, Tobacco Manufacturer. Nov 20 at 
3 at offices of GeegHigh st, Chesterfield 

Grey, William Henry, Worship st, Finsbury, Fancy Box Manufacturer. 
Dec 3 at 2 at offices of Blachford and Co, College hill, Cannon st 

Hall, Samuel, Hove, sussex, Upholsterer. Nov 27 at 3 at offices of Nye, 
North st, Brighton 

Harding, Henry, Newport, Mon, Labourer. Nov 22 at 11.30 at offices 
of Lloyd, Bank chambers, Newport * 

Hirris, George, Kings:on-upon-Hull, Tea Dealer. 
offices of Eaton, Parliament st, Kingston-upon-Hll 

Harrison, Richard Henry, and Joseph Kirk, New Mills, Derby, Manu- 
ficturers. Nov 21 at 2.30 at offices of Fox, Princess st, Manchester 

Hartley, Thomas, Wakefield, Draper. Nov 22 at3 at the Royal Hotel, 
Wood st, Wakefield. Lodge, Wakefield 

Harvey, James, Fenchurch st, Merchant. Nov 19 at 3 at offices of 
Beck, East India avenue, Leadenhall st 

Hoddinott, John, Woolston, Hants, Boot Maker. Novy 24 at 12 at offices 
of Guy, Albioa terrace, Southamp:on 

Holden, James William, Hanham, Gloucester, Stay Manufacturer. 
Nov 21 at 3 at offices of Tricks and Co, City chimbers, Bristol. 
Clitton, Bristol 

Holdsworth, James, Batley, York, Coal Merchant. Nov 23 at3 at 
offices of Ridgway and Ridgway, Wellington st, Batley 

Hole, Joho, Shepton Mallett, Somzrse-, Coach Bu'lder. Nov 17 at 12 
at offices of Ciifton, Corn st, Bristol : 

Holmes, John, Long lane, Bermondsey, Baker. Nov 23 at 2 at the 
Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue. King, St Mary-at-Hill 

Hopkinson, Andrew, Tyersa', nr Bradford, Grocer. Nov 28 at 3 at 
offices of Browning, Queensgate, Bradford 

Horn, George William, stisoe, Bedford, Innkeeper. Nov 23 at 11.30 at 
offices of Conquest and Clare, Duke st, Bedford 

Houghton, Thomas, Bedford, Lancashire, Draper. Nov 27 at 3 at offices 
of Whittingham, Church st, Leigh 

Hughes, James, Cardiff, Ship Chandler. Nov 26 at3 at offices of 
Tribe and Co, Crockherbtown, Cardiff. Ingledew and Co, i 

Hunt, Edward, Ryde, Hants, Cabinet Maker. Nov 23 at 4 at the 
Crown Hotel, Ryde. Urry, Ryde 

Hutchinson, William, Nottingham. Nov 30 at 12 at offices of Brittle, 
St Peter’s chambers, st Peter’s Gate. Nottingham 

Ivey, William, Bideford, Devon, Boot Maker. Nov 16 atthe West of 
England Merchants’ Association, Broad st, Bristol, in lieu of the 
place originally named 

Jones, James Albert, Newport, Monmouth, Coil Merchant, Nov 23 at 
2 at offices of Williams and Co, Dock st, Newport 

Kidd, Alfred John, Enfield, Carpenter. Nov 21 at 3 at offics of 
Rumney, Baker st, Enfield 

King, Thomas, Marlowes, Hertford, Ca-riage Builder. 
the Geerge Hotel, St Alban’s. Annesley, St Alban’s 

Mantle, Thomas, Allen st, Is!ington, Wheelwright. 
offices of Lott, Great George st, Westminster 

Martin, Frederick, Co'chester, Essex, Ginger Beer Manufacturer. Nov 
21 at 12 at offices of Prior, Head st, Colchester 

Massom, John, and William Massem, Irthlingborough, Nor:hampton, 
Machinists. Nov 19 at 2 at offices of Simp-on, Higham Ferrers 

Miler, John, Liverpool, General Produce Broker, Nov 23 at 2 at 
offices of Evans and Lockett, Commerce chambers, Liverpool 

Milne, George Frederick Halstead, Oldham, Brick Maker, Nov 22 at 
3 at the King’s Arms Hotel, Yorkshire st, Oldham, Ponsonby and 
Canite, Oldham 

Mitchell, Nimrod, Liversedge, Carpet Manufacturer. 
offices of Rhodes, Horton st, Halifax 

Moore, Thomas, Great College st, Camden Town, Licensed Victualler. 
Nov 19 at 2 at the Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham st. Robinson, 
Philpot lane 

Myers, Michael, Birmingham, Jewellers’ Factor. 
offices of Hodgson, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Norris, Thomas, Brad{ord, Grocer. Nov 15 at 3 at offices of the Brad- 
ferd and District Creditors’ Association, Parkinson's chambers, Mar 
ket st, Bradford 

Nott, G , Earl st, Edgware mi, Cheesemonger. Now 26 at 2 at 

py So of Loverirg ard Co, Gresham st, Cobb, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Oglesby, Joseph, Great Grimsby, Cabinet Maker. Nov 21 at 11 at 
offices of Grange and Wintringhaw, St Mary's chambers, Great 


Nov 19 at 12 at 





Nov 2l at 3 at 


Nov 28 at 1 at 


Nov 30 at 3 at 


Nov 21 at ll at 


Grimed 

Phillips, Wittiam Rees, Whitland, Carmarthea, Draper, Nov 19 at 1 
at offices of Lecelles, Narbesth 

Pinfold, George Valentine, Stony Stratford, Watchmaker. Nov 23 at 
12 at the North-Western Hotel, Wolverton, Ball, Newport Pageell 

Podmore, Jamea, Bolton, Baker, Nov 21 at 3 at offices of Hall, Acret- 


field, Bolton 

Ponsford, William Robert, Sandon, Shopkee wr. Nov 22 at 2 at the 
Rose and Crown Inn, Stafford. A>hmall, Hanley 

Prentice, Charles Willam, Portland, Cremist, Now 17 at 1) at the 


Victoria Hotel, Portiand, Kisch, Argy!t place, Regent st 





. 
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hn, Newport Pagnell, Licensed Victualler. Noy 23 at 12 at the 
ay ales Park Hotel, Bletchley. Bull, Newport Pagnell 
Rose, John, Atherton, Baddler. Nov 23 at 3 at offices of Dowling, 
Wood s 


t, Bo! 

Sadleir, William, Wilnecote, Warwick, Grocer, Nov 23 at 11 at offices 

of Nevill and Atkins, Colehill, Tamworth 
Thomas, Truro, Cornwall, Travelling Tea Dealer. Nov 22 at 
11.30 at offices of Cock, Coombs lane, Traro 

Shaw, John, Burnley, Fruit Salesman. Nov 23 at 3 at the Woolsack 

Hotel, Strangeways, Manchester. Sutcliffe, Burnley 
, Edward, Alpraham, Cheshire, Baker. Nov 24 at2 at offices of 
Lisle, Nantwich 

Shooter, John, Sutton-in-Ashfield, Fishmonger. Nov 26 at 3 at offices 
of Lees, jun, Middle pavement, Nottingham 

Slater, Joseph, Corretius place, Hampstead rd, Upholsterer. Nov 26 
at 12 at offices of Montagu, Bucklersbury — 

Sleiah, Hamilton Norman, Bristol, Commissioa Agent. Nov 22 atl at 
offices of , Albion chambers, Bristol : 

Spencer, Samuel, and James Spencer, Heywood, Lancashire, Cotton 
Waste Spinners, Nov 21 at 3 a: the Queen Anne Hotel, Heywood. 
Worth, Rochdale 

S:eele, Frederic, Walton place, Brompton, no occupation. Nov 27 at 2 
at the Crown Hotel, Diss, Norfolk. King, Walsham-le-Willows 

Suddaby, William Henry, Kingston-upon-Hull, Ironmonger. Noy 19 
at 8 at offices of Roberts and Leak, Bowlalley lane, Kingston-upon- 
Hull 

Thomas, Benjamic, Briton Ferry, Glamorgan, Grocer. Nov 22 at 12 
at offices of Leyson, James st, Nea 

Thomas, David, Lianelly, Carmarthen, Grocer. Nov 20 at 12 at offices 
of Home, Vaughan st, Lianel/y 

Thompson, Rowntree, Kingston-upon-Hull, Builder. Nov 22 at 12 at 
offices of Salmon, Seals lane, Hull 

Trigg, Samuel, Dowlais, Glamorgan, Innkeeper. Nov 23 at 11 at offices 
of Smith and Co, Victoria st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Turner, James, and Jobn Price, Strand, Billiard Table Manufacturers . 
Nov 23 at 12.30 at Peele’s Coffee Hous, Fleet st. Wills and Watts 

Werrener, John William, Kingston-upon-Hall, Carpenter. Nov 19 at 
= > the Crown and Cushion Hotel, Land of Green Ginger. Clarke, 

al 

Wattieworth, George, Whitehaven, Millicer. Nov 26 at 11 at offices of 
Brown, Scotch st, Whitehaven 

Wearn, George, Ryde, Harts, Greengrocer. Nov 20 at 4 at the Crown 
Hotel, Ryde. Urry, Ryde 

Wilks, Elizabeth, Wolverhampton, Dress Maker. Nov 27 at 3 at offices 

f Rhodes, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Yeomans, Charles, Lovell’s court, Paternoster row, Stationer. Nov 19 
at 3 at offices of Deacon and Johnson, Ludgate hill. Hicks, Globe 
rd, Mile End ‘ 

Ziatano, Christy Tbemas, Manchester, Merchant, Nov 20 at 11 at 
offices of Sampson, South King st, Manchester 


Tvespay, Nov. 13, 1877. 
Adams, Charles Joho, Gravesend, Grocer. Nov 28 at 1 at ths Guild - 
hall Tavern, Gresham st. Tolhurst, Gravesand 
Adams, John, Bradford, Lancashire, Provision Dealer. Nov 24 at 2 at 
offices of Harris, Blue Boar court, Manchester | 
Ade, S:ephen Richard, Brighton, Dealerin Paper Hangings. Nov 26 
at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st, ia lieu of the place originally 


ramed 

Baldwin, Scoley Smith, Welton, Lincoln, Shoemaker. Nov 24 at 10,20 
at offices of Page, jan, Flaxengate, Lincola 

Baldwin, Wiiliem, Welton, Lincoln, Grocer. Nov 24 at 11 at offices of 
Paze, jun, Flaxengate, Lincoln 

Bates, James, and Thomas Bates, Haddersfield, Wool Merchants. 
o—, 22 at 11 at offices of Laycock and Co, St George’s sq, Hadders- 

e' 

Blinkhorn, William, Manchester, Licensed Vic ualler. Nov 26 at 3 at 
the Wheatsbesf Hotel, Fennell st, Manchester 
Bott, Edmund, Westbromwich, Stafford, Draper. Nov 23 at 11 at the 

Union Hotel, Union st, Birmingham. Shakespeare, Oldbury, Wor- 


eester 

Bradford, Joseph, South Shields, Builder. Nov 26 at 3 at the Royal 
Hote!, Ocean rd, South Shields. Mabane, South Shields 

Bradiey, Thomas, Hodberlaw, Northamberland, Farmer. Nov 26 at 2 
at offices of Middlemas, Bondgate without, Alnwick 

Brearey, Alired, Low Baild »n, York, Joiner. Nov 23 at 11 at offices 
of MeGowen, Bank st, Brsdtord 

Byrom, Ross, ld, York. Broker. Nov 27 at 3 at offices of Brad- 
bory, Town Hall chambers, Asht on-under-Lyne 

Carr, Henry, Victoria Wharf, Upp r Thames st, Glass Agent. Nov 29 
at 2 at offices of Webster, Ey place, Holborn 

Chapman, Philip, jan, Loughborough rd, Brixton, Manager to a 
Licensed Victualler. Nov 23 at 3 at es of Fenner and Co, 
Greshsm buildings. Stopher, Coleman et 

Checkley, William Gregory, Warwick, Plumber. Nov 29 at 11 atoffices 
0° Scape, High st, Warwick 

Clews, Arthur, Birmingham, Baildr. Nov 26 at 3 at offices of Fallows, 


Cherry st, —— 

Cockrill, William Elias, Bury 8t Edmunds, Miller. D.c 4 at 11 at the 
Guildhall, Bury St Edmunds. Leech 

Conau, John, Grafton st eset, Tct'enham Ccurt rd, Upholsterer, Nov 
27 at 11 at offices of Collis, Duke st, Manchester sq 

ex, Charles, Castleford, York, Shopkeeper. Nov 24 at 11 at the 

Commercial Hotel, Albion st, Leeds. Lake, Southgate, Wakefield 

Corbett, Jown Henry, Birminghsm,’Timber Merchant, Nor 28 at il 
at offices of Barber, Cola ore tow, Birmingham 

Camberiand, William Simpson, and Walter Smith, Bradford, Ale 
Merchants, Nov 24 at 12 at the George Hotel, Market st, Bradford. 
Watson, Leeds 

Davier, Evan, Joseph Brown,a°4 Benjamin Gibbons, Westbromwich, 
Staff 14, Marnfactnrers, Mov 27 at 11 at offices of Shake- 
speere, Church st, Oidbary 

Davies, William Irvon, Khyaney, Mon, Shoemaker. Nov 26 at 12.30 
at fiices of Binith ond Co, Victoria st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Davis, Joon, ond Jobn Chestin, Birmingham, Builders. Nov 26 at 3 

hoes A Peace, Aon st, birmingham. Hemmant, Birmingham 

Dear, Aon Margaret, and Thomas Dear, Star court, Cheapside, Ware- 
honsemen. Nov 27 st 3 at offices of Foreman and Co, Gresiam st. 
Hogan and Hoghes, Martin's iane, Li 





le, Peter, Ashton-under-Lyne, Tin Plate Worker. Nov 26 ab Sat 


offices of Lord and Son, Stamford st, Ashton-under-Lyne 
Egerton, J Edward, Stoke-upon-Treat, Builder. Nov 27 at yn 
at offices of Robinson, King st, Longton 


Ellis, John, Greenfield, Wrexham, Bootmaker. Nov 26 at 11 at Offices 


of Morris, The Priory, Wrexham 

Emery, John, Pendleton, nr Manchester, Cotton Manufacturer, 
Nov 29 at 3 at the Mitre Hotel, Cathedral yard, Manchester. Leigh, 
Manchester é 4 

Falk, Simeon, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, out of business, and David Falk, 
Neweastle-upon-Tyne, Assistant. Dec 20 at2 at offices of Toels, 
Newgate st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

fiege, Rudolp Gustav, Basirghall st, Commission Agent. Noy 27 af 
12 at offices of Montagu, Bucklersbury 

Fletcher, Richard, jun, Blackbura, China Dealer. Nov 26 at 11 at offices 
of Livesey and Talbot, New Market st, Blackburn. Walton, Blas. 


Forrester, George, Liverpool, Oart Owner. Dec 7 at 2 at ofees of 
Brabner and Court, North John st, Liverpool 

Franks, Harris, Kingston-upon-Hull, Outfitter. Nov 23 atl at ofiegs 
of Seesenell, County buildings, Laud of Green Ginger, Kingston. 
upon-Hu! 

Frost, Alfred, Coventry, Cabinet Maker. Nov 23 at 10.30 at offices of 
Hughes and Masser, Little Park st, Coventry 

Gilbert, Thomas, Allesley, Warwick, Butcher. Nov 24 at 10,30 gt 
offices of Hughes and Masser, Little Park st, Coventry : 

Gittins, William, Birmingham, Grocer. Nov 22 at 11 at officegof 
James, Temple st, Birmingham 

Gott, William, and John Hadaway Redpath, Sunderland, Clothias, 
Nov 27 at 12 at offices of Wright, John s', Sunderland 

Grady, John, Ciapham Old Town, Furniture Dealer. Nov 28 at 3 at 
offices of Finch, Bridge chambers, Borough High st 

Grindle, Thomas Wilson, Gresham House, O11 Broad st, Sanitary. 
Engineer. Nov 29 at 12 at the Salisbury Arms Hotel, Hertford, 
Gisby and Son 

Grundon, William, Horbury, York, Woollen Merchant. Nov 27 at Sat 
officesof Burton, Wood st, Wakefield 

Hallier, John, Mortlake, Carpenter. Nov 23 at 2 at offices of Filntand 
Co, Cheapside. Hazeldine, Cheapside 

Harvey, Richard, Ponterwyd, Cardigan, Mine Agent. Nov 20 at 12 at 
the Town Hall, Aberystwith. Atwood and Son, Aberystwith 

Hayman, Amos, Ramsgate, Tailor. Nov 26 at 2 at offices of Dunn, 
Guildhall chambers, Basinghall st 

Hayward, James, Fressingfield, Suffolk, Innkeeper. Nov 27 atl at 

Swan Inn, Harleston. Lyus, Harlestor 

Headdey, Frederic James, Cambridge, Brewer. Nov 26 at 12 at offices 
of Ellison and Burrows, Alexandra st, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Herbert, George, West Harclepoo', General Printer. Dec 6 at 12 
at offices of Brunton, Albert terrace, West Harilepool 

Hiles, Henry William, Southampton, Stationer. Nov 26 at Ilat the 
Guildhall Tavern,Gresham st. Watts, Southampton 

Hingley, John Whittingham, Cradley Heath, Stafford, Iron Merchant, 
Nov 26 at 11 at offices of Collis, Market st, Stourbridge 

Hodge, William, Groves, Kingston-upon-H1'l, Coop»r. Nov 22 at3 
at offices of Chambers, Scale lane, Kingston-1poa-Hull 

Holt, William, Blackburn, Innkeeper. Nov 22 at LI at offices of 
Livesey and Talbot, New Market st, Blackburn. Walton, Blackbum 

Howey, James, Robert Howey, and James Howey, jun, Swarland, 
Northumberland, Farmers, Nov 26 at 11 at offices of Webb, Bridge 


st, Mo h , 

Hunt, Whiiam, Portobello rd, Notting hill, Dealer in Sewing Machines, 
Nov 21 at 10 at offices of Morris, Red Lion sq, Holborn 

Jackson, George Gregory, Hapstead green, Hapsteid, Sussex, Grocer, 
Noy 24 at 11.30 at offices of Clenneli and Fraser, Great Janes st, Beds 
ford row. Nye, Brighton 

Jeffs, Edwin, Gloucester, Hairdresser, Nov 27 at 11 at offices of 
Barrup and Coren, Berkeley st, Gloucester 

Jenkins, Hopkin, Liangemor, Glamorgan, Grocer. Nov 29 at 3 at 
offices of Randall, Noltos st, Bridgend 

Johnson, John barnabas, Kingston-upon-Hull, Cabinet Maker, Nov 
26 at 12 at offices of Hall, Bishop lane, Hull 

Jonas, John, Wrexham, Cabinet Maker, Nov 24 at 1 at offices of 
Sherratt, Brynyffynnon Lodge, Wrexham 

Jones, Elizabeth, Aberystwith, Cardigan, Lodging House Keeper, 
Nov 24 at 11 at offices of Hughes and Sons, Pier st, Aberystwith 

Jones, Mary, Liantrissant, Glamorgan, Innkeeper. Nov 23 at 12 at 
offices of Rosser, High st, Pontyprid 

Jones, Walter Edward, Victoria Do:k rd, Canning Town. Nov 27 at? 
at of8ces ot Wocd, Basinghall st 

Lacey, Henry, Chepping Wycombe, Buckingham, Innkeeper. Nov % 
at 3 at the Council Ohamber of the Guildhall, High Wycombe 
Clarke, High Wycombe 

Lamtert, Richard William, Baker st, King’s Cross. Nov 20 a! 2 & 
offices of Grueber, Railway approach, London bridge 

Lindley, Samuel Harmer, Catherine st, Strand, Advertizing Agent. 
Nov 26 at 12 at Dick’s Tavern, Fleet st. Guscutte and Co 

Luntley, Philip James, Scarborough, Aerated Water Manufacturer. 
Nov 26 at 4 at offices of Williamson, Newborough st, Scarsorou 

Manson, Robert Yule, Liverpoo), Ironmonger. ov 30 at 3 at offices 
of Lowe, Castle st, Liverpool 

Mathias, Thomas, sen, Thomas Mathias, jan, and John Mathias, 
Connah’s Quay, Flint, Ship Chandlers. Nov 29 at 12 at the Chester 
Cocoa House, Foregate st, Chester. Ohurton, Chester 

McKay, Charles, jun, Hanley, Fishmonger. Nov 22 at 11 at the Hare 
castle Railway Hotel, Kidegrove, S:evenson, Hanley 

Mellor, Joseph Wainwright, and Hannah Melior, Oldham, Cotte 

oners. Nov 23 at 3 at offices of Cobbett and Co, Brown st, Mam 

chester 

Morrison, Hlizabeth, Neweastle-upon-Tyne, Dress Maker. Nov 23 a 
11 at offices of Keenlyside and Forster, St John’s chambers, New 
castie-upo i-Tyne 

Nevison, John, kcbop Auckland, Grocer. Nov 27 at 3 at oDees 
Proud, Bishop Auckland 


Norris, Augustus Henry, Leadenhall at, Licensed Victualler, Nov % 


at | at Old Kent Tavern, Brownlow st, Holborn. 


Walbrook 
Ogden, William, Oidhaw, Fiagger, Dec dat 3 at officss of Davith 
C.ogg wt, Oldham 
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= desoph Suton, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Linen Draper. Nov 26 at 
the Law Association Rooms, Cook st, Liverpool. Goffey, Liver- 


Louis, W. ibe Marsh, Buckingham, Fishmonger. Nov 30 at 4 
st offices of cece, Chureh sq, High Wycombe 
pomley, William, Kenn, Somerset, Beer Retailer. Nov 26 at 12 at 
offices of Tricks and Co, City chambers, Bristol. Bramble, Bristol 
pratt, Charles, Thornton Marishes, York, Farmer. Nov 28 at 11 at 
offices of Jackson, Malton 
Robert John, Tiverton, Devon, Baker. Novy 26 at 2 at the 
ton Hotel, Tiverton, Pe:herick, Exeter 
David, Tynewydd, Glamorgan, Builder. Nov 29 at 2 at offices of 
and Co, Orockherbtown, Cardiff. Stockwood, jun, Bridgend 
George Charles, East Retford, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler. 
Nov 30 at 11 at offices of Marshall and Co, East Retford. Bescoby, 


Bast Retford 

pich, William Penson, Wednesbury, Carpenter. Nov 26 at 10 at offices 
of Slater and Marshall, Butcrofs 

Robinson, John, North Ormesby, Builder. Nov 24 at 11 at the Welling- 
tow Hotel, Albert rd, Middlesborongh. Spry, Middlesborough 

fou, William, Harrogate, out of business, Nov 26 at3 at offices of 
Bateson, Harrogate 

Rothwell, Thomas, Heywood, Lancaehire, Tripe Dealer. Nov 26 at 3 
at offices of Worth, Market place, Rochdale 

le, John, Horton, Northumberland, Shipowner. Nov 22 at 1 at 

of Legge and Denison, Grey st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

William Charles, Birmingham, Commission Agent, Nov 27 at 


1 at offices of Green, Ann st, Birmingham 
teat, George Sorby, Kippax, York, Grocer. Nov 23 at 3 at the 


tern Hotel, Castleford. Kaberry, Castleford 

frott, William, Northgate, Durham, Contractor. Nov 30 at 1! at offices 
of Barron, High row, Darlington 

faith, William, Ryhope Colliery, Durham, Grocer. Nov 26 at 2 at 
offices of Elsdon, Royal arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Spencer, William Robert, Plymouth, Telegraph Clerk. Nov 27 at 
10.30 at offices of Curteis, St George’s Hall, East Stonehouse 

Sy, John, Devonport, Pork Dealer. Nov 27 at 12 at offices of Gard, 
St Aubyn st, Devonport 

Taylor, Charles, Little Bromwich, Warwick, Grocer. Nov 26 at 12 a% 


‘offices of Southall and Co, Waterloo st, Birmingham 


Travis, Ann, Albert st, Manchester, Smallware Manufacturer. Nov 
$% at 3 at offices of Boote and Edgar, Booth st, Manchester 

Vincent, Richard, Cardiff, Haulier. Nov 20 at 11 at offices of Morgan 
ad Scott, High st, Cardiff 

Waterman, Mark, Southampton, Cutler. Nov 23 at 3 at offices of 
Shutte, Portland st, Southampton 

Webster, William, Birmingham, Coal Merchant. Nov 22 at li at 
offices of Parr, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Whiteley, Dyson, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler. Nov 26 at 11 at 
offices of Binney and Sons, Quesn st chambers, Sheffield 

Whiteley, Joseph, George Duckworth, and John Whiteley, Leeds, 
Printers, Nov 26at3 at the Queen’s Hotel, Wellington st, Leeds. 


Lodge 

Ver, William, Birmingham, Coach Builder. Nov 20 at 12 at offices of 
Fillows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Winch, William, Gosset st, Bethnal Green, Timber Merchant. Nov 
Mat 10.15 at offices of Deacon and Johnson, Ludgate hill. Hicks, 
Globe road, Mile End 

Wood, Henry, Chelmsford, Essex, Fishmonger, Dec 3 at 2 at offices 
of Maskell, High et, Chelmsford 

William James, Brightwaltham, Berks, Surgeon. Nov 30 at 2 

ai the Queen’s Hote!, Friars st, Reading. Ormond, Wantage 

Woods, William, Pendleton, Lancashire, Grocer. Nov 23 at 3 at offices 
of Walmsley, Princess st, Manchester 

Wright, James, Great Winchester st, Civil Engineer. Nov 24 at 12 
tt offices of Eyre and Co, John st, Bedford row 








PAINLESS DENTISTRY. 
MR, G. H. JONES, 
SURGEON DENTIST, 

67, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, LONDON 
(Immediately opposite the British Museum), 


Has obtained Her Majesty’s Royal Letters Patent for his perfectly 
painless systeia of adapting 


(Prize Medal, London and Paris) 


ARTIFICIAL TEETH ny ATMOSPHERIC PRESSURE. 
Pamphlet Gratis and Post-free. 


EDE AND SON 


ROBE fat MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
‘TvHer Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, &c. 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUREN'S COUNSEL'S DITTO, 


CURPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS, BC 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


ASoIDEnT INSURANCE COMPANY 
: (Limited), 7, Bank-bulldings, Lothbury, E.C. 
General Accidents, Personal Injuries. 
Railway Accidents, Doath by Accidents, 
C. HARDING, Manager, 











EVERSIONARY AND LIFE INTERESTS in 
Landed or Fanded Property or other Securities and ANNUITIES 
purchased, or Loans thereon granted, by the 
EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY 
19, LANCASTER-PLACE, WATERLOO-BRIDGE, STRAND, 
Established 1835. Paid-up Capital, £480,000. 
If required Interest on Loans may be capitalized. 
F. 8. CLAYTON, 
Cc, H. CLAYTON, 


A DVOWSON for SALE of the RECTORY of one 

of the small watering p'aces.on the Lincolnshire Coast. Popu- 
lation 400. Net income upwards of £700. Situation exceptionally 
healthy and bracing. Railway station in village, with trains direct to 
Lincoln in about two hours. Prospect of possession, and interest till 
vacancy if desired.—Apply to Messrs. Partie D. Tucxett & Co., Sur- 
veyors, &c., 10a, Old Broad-street, London, E.C. 


ROUND-RENTS.— Buyersand Sellers of Freehold 

and Leasehold Ground-Rents are invited to call upon or com- 
municate with Mr. Montagu Homes, Ground-Rent Agent, 66a, 
Paternoster-rew, E.C. Printed list of ground-rents, free on application. 


ESSRS. HARMAN & MATTHEWS HOUSE 

PROPERTY LIST for November isjnow rea@y, and may be had 

gratis by post, or on application at 35, Walbrook, E.C. Desirable 
properties of every class wanted for numerous buyers. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM,TEWSON & FARMER’S 

LIST of ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 

Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting and Sheoting 

Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent Charges, House Property and 

Investments generally, is published on the first day of each month, 

and may be obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, E.C., 

or will be sent by postin return for two stamps.—Particulars for inser- 

tion should be received not later than four days previous tothe end 
of the preceding month. 


Joint 
Secretaries 

















LEE, KENT. 

By direction of the Administratrixes of 8. Loveridge.—A very desir- 
able Villa Residence, delightfully situated in the salubrious neigh- 
bourhood of Blackheath. " 

M®& CHARLES E. SOPPET will SELL, by AUC- 

TION, at the MART, on THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 22, at 

ONE o'clock precisely, a convenient VILLA RESIDENCE, known as 

No. 9, Bornt Ash-villas, Burnt Ash-lane, within easy access of Bla-k- 

heath and Lee Railway Stations, comprising entranc? hall, drawing 

ani dining rooms, kitchen, seullery, and pantry, and fuer lofty bed 
rooms, cellarage, &c, Large garden front and rear. 

May be viewed by cards, which, with particulars and conditions of 
sale, may be obtained of 

GEO: T. ROBINSON, Esq., Vestry House, Christchurch-passage, 
Newgate-street ; 

and of CHARLES E. SOPPET, 7, Trump-street, Lawrence-lane, 
Cheapside, E.C., Auctione r and Public Accountant. 


OUTH KENSINGTON and BELGRAVIA 

HOUSE AGENCY OFFICES, 116, Cromwell-roa‘t, and 1, 

Motcomb-street, S.W.—Mr. Howsgt.’s Paryrep Ixpsx List, post- 
free, of choice RasipEncss to be Lat or Sop. 


STUART-BAREKER & SON, 
SURVEYORS AND AUCTIONEERS, 
36, KING WILLIAM STREET, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 


ADVERTISING.—C. H. MAY & CO., 
GENERAL ADVERTISING OFFICES, 
78, Gracechurch-street, London, E.C. Established 1846. 
ADVERTISEMENTS received for insertion in all newspapers, &. 


OR SALE.—The Statutes from Magna Charta to 
1874. Complete, small Bdition in 120 vols. 69 vols. bound ia 
calf.—Apply, by letter, A. B., Town Clerk’s Ofice, Maidstone, Kent. 


A RREARS and COSTS made up and Settled for 

Taxation or Delivery. Advertizer has had twenty years’ experi- 
ence and can furnish undeniable references.—A. Z., Messrs. Green, 
Chancery-lane. 


AW EXAMINATIONS—Mr. Atszrr Sr. Pact 

(M.A. Oxun), Solicitor, prepares gent'emen for their Preliminary, 

Intermediate, and Final minations, either privately, or in class. 
Resident pupils received.—Address, 11, Staple-inn, London, W.C 


LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON avd 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. 
No, 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 
ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, begs to 
direct the attention of the jose Profession to the ad 

of his long experience of upwards of thirty years, in the special in- 
ertion of all pre forma notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continued 
Bupport.—N.B, One copy of advertisement only required, and thestrictest . 
care and promptitade assured. stamped forms 
ment and file of “ London Gamtte ” ke; By 


ALKER’S CRYSTAL CASE WATCHES ae 
eet, Gell Sem Mis Leos’ Siiver trem Be be—e8, Cerabilts 398 
Regent-stree = "6, Strand 
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Just published, price 10s. 6d., post free, 


THE WEEKLY REPORTER DIGEST, 





The “DIGEST” contains a Reference to every Report which has appeared of any cay 
decided during the year, and enables the practitioner to see the effect of the decision on any 


particular branch of law during the year. 


Also the Important Public General Statutes, 40 & 41 Vict., 1877. 





(Secreta 


LONDON: 52, CAREY STREET, LINCOLN’S INN, W.C. 











CLOSING OF THE SUBSCRIPTION LISTS. 


Issuz oF £1,200,000 SHARE CAPITAL, 
In 120,000 Shares of £10 each, of the 


METROPOLITAN INNER CIRCLE COM- 
PLETION RAILWAY, 

Which will connect the Metropolitan Railway at Aldgate with the 

Metropolitan District Railway at the Mansion House Station, thus 

uniting the two Railways in a complete circle. 


NOTICE is hereby Given, that the SUBSCRIPTION LISTS for the 
above will be CLOSED, as follows :— 
THIS DAY (Saturday), the 17th instant, for Proprietors in th e 
Metropolitan and the Metropolitan District Railways. 
‘On WEDNESDAY next, the 2ist instant, for London, ) For the 
and on THURSDAY next the 22nd instant, for the ? General 
Country Poblic. 
By Order of the Board, 
ARTHUR HIGGINSON, Secretary. 


6, Westminster Chambers, Victoria-street, 
17th November, 1877. 
oo AGRA BANK (LIMITED). 
Established in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000. 

HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREET, LONDON. 
‘Brancues in Edinburgh, Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, Agra, 
Lahore, Shangh ai, Hong Kong. 

Current Accounts are kept at the Head Office on the terms cus- 
tomary with London bankers, and interest allowed when the credit 
balance does not fall below £100. 

Deposits received for fixed periods on the following terms, viz. :— 
At 5 per cent. per annum, subject to 12 months’ notice of withdrawal. 
For shorter periods deposits will be received on terms to be agreed 
‘upon, 

Bi11s issued at the current exchange ofthe day on any ofthe Branches 
of the Bank free of extra chrge ; and approved bills purchased or sent 
for collection. 

Sates AND Purcuases effected in British and foreiga securities, in 
= India Stock and loans, and the safe custody of the same under- 

en. 

Interest drawn, and army, navy, and civil pay and pensions re alized 

Every other description of banking business and money ag ency, 
British and Indian, transacted. J. THOMSON, Chairm an. 








The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the shortest notice 


The BOOKS ana FORMS kept in stock for immediate use 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily printed 
in the properform for registration and distribution. SHARE CER- 
TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL 
SEALS designed and executed. No charge for sketches, Com- 
_pinies Fee Stamps Railway Registration Forms. 








Solicitors’ Account Books, 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 
(Late ASH & FLINT), 


S.ationefe, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 49, Fleet 
street, London, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


YATES & ALEXANDER, 
PRINTERS, IETHOGRAPHERA, STATIONERS, 


CHANCERY-BUILDINGS, 23, CHANCERY-LANE 
LONDON, 





Every description of Printing. 
2 udicature Affidavits Catalogues 
ppeals Prospectuses 
Parliamentary Minutes - 
Books 
Pamphlets 


Reports 
Rules 


Magazines 


Newspapers 
Circulars 


Posters 
Handbills, &., &e. 





PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 


WHOLESALE AND RETAIL STATIONERS 
192, Fleet-street, and 1 & 2, Chancery-lane, London, £,¢, ’ 


Carriage paid to the Country on Ordezs exceeding 20), 
Drart Paper, 5s,, 6s. 6d., 78. 6d., 78. 94.,and 9s. 9d. per ream, 
Brier Paper, 15s, 6d., 178. 6d., and 23s. 6d. per ream. 

Foorscap Paper, 10s. 6d., 14s. 6d., and 18s. 6d. per ream. 

Orgam-Laip Nors, 3s., 4s.,and 5s. per ream. 

Lar@eé CazaM-Laip Nore, 48. 6d., 68, 6d., and 8s. per ream, 

LABGE BLvE Nore, 3s. 6d., 4s. 6d., and 68. 6d. per ream, 

EnveLopgs, Cream 08 Buve, 3s, 9d., 48. 6d., and 6s. 64. per 1000, 

Tue “ TemPLe’’ ENVELOPE, extra secure, 9s. 6d, per 1000, 

Footscap OrrictaL Envevores, ls. 9d. per 100. 

PartripGe & Coorer’s Vertum Wove Oxus-Hovse Nore, 9s. 64, pe 
ream. Thisincomparable Paper has raised up a host of worthleg 
imitations. Purchasers are particularly requested to observe thg 
each sheet bears the fac-simile water-mark, ‘‘ PARTRIDGE §& 
COOPER’S VELLUM-WOVE CLUB-HUUSE PAPER,” witha 
which none is genuine. 

INDENTURE SKINS, Printed and Machme-ruled, 2s. 5d, each, 286, pr 
doz., 135s, per roll. 

Seconps og FoLLowers, Ruled, 2s. ld, each, 24s, per dozen, Ilia, per 
roll. 

Recorps of Memortats, 84, each, 7s. 6d. per dozen. : 

Ledgers, Day Books, Cash Books, Letter or Minute Books 

gs. 


mense stock in various bin din 


LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT OF MEAT, 


FINEST MEAT-FLAVOURING STOOK FOR SOUP3, MAD: 
DISHES, AND SAUCES. 


LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT OF MEAT. 


CAUTION.—Genuine only with the fac-simiie of Bam 
Liebig’s Signature in Blue Ik across Label. 


LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT OF MEAI, 


HyEAutEy SKIN and GOOD COMPLEXION. 
EARS’S TRANSPARENT SOAP is the Bet 


for the 


NOILET, NURSERY, and SHAVING. Reoon- 


mended in the Journal of Cutaneous Medicin, 
edited by Mr. 


RASMUS WILSON, F.R.S., used by 
ry‘HE ROYAL FAMILY, and Sold by Chemists 


and Perfumers Everywhere. 











. “The Economy of Nature provides a Remedy for every Complaiat. 


RHEUMATISM, SCIATICA, 
AND LUMBAGO. 


VICKERS’ AN TILACTII 


Cures Rheumatism, Sciatica, and Lumbago. 


VICKERS’ ANTILACTIS 


Is the Recipe of a famous Physician. 


VICKERS’ ANTILACTI 


Helps Nature to expel from the system the poisonous el 
which causes Rheumatism, &., &c. 


VICKERS’ ANTILACTII 
Is sold by Ch mis’s, in Bottles, at 1s, 14d., 25. 9d ssi 
and 11s. ; or sent direct fram the Depot, 


CUSTOM HOUSE CHAMBERS, LOWER THAMES STREEL; 
LONDON. 





